Investigation of the audience-judge agreement factor in college debate by Travis, John Copley
University of Montana 
ScholarWorks at University of Montana 
Graduate Student Theses, Dissertations, & 
Professional Papers Graduate School 
1958 
Investigation of the audience-judge agreement factor in college 
debate 
John Copley Travis 
The University of Montana 
Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarworks.umt.edu/etd 
Let us know how access to this document benefits you. 
Recommended Citation 
Travis, John Copley, "Investigation of the audience-judge agreement factor in college debate" (1958). 
Graduate Student Theses, Dissertations, & Professional Papers. 2754. 
https://scholarworks.umt.edu/etd/2754 
This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Graduate School at ScholarWorks at University of 
Montana. It has been accepted for inclusion in Graduate Student Theses, Dissertations, & Professional Papers by an 
authorized administrator of ScholarWorks at University of Montana. For more information, please contact 
scholarworks@mso.umt.edu. 
AK INVESTIGATION OF THE AUDIENCE - JUDGE 
AGREEMENT FACTOR IN COLLEGE DEBATE
by
John Gopl*y Tr*vla 
B* A* Unlveralty of Denver, 1 9 2?
Presented in  p a r t ie l  fu lf i l lm e n t  
o f the requirement* fo r  the degree of 
Heater o f Arte
MONTANA STATE UNIVER&lTf 
1958
Approved by#





INFORMATION TO ALL USERS 
The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the copy submitted.
In the unlikely event that the author did not send a complete manuscript 
and there are missing pages, th ese  will be noted. Also, if material had to be removed,
a  note will indicate the deletion.
DlMwtmtkmPwblkhlno
UMl EP35886
Published by ProQ uest LLC (2012). Copyright in the Dissertation held by the Author.
Microform Edition © ProQ uest LLC.
All rights reserved. This work is protected against 
unauthorized copying under Title 17, United S ta tes Code
uesf
ProQ uest LLC.
789 East Eisenhower Parkway 
P.O. Box 1346 
Ann Arbor, Ml 4 8 1 0 6 -1 3 4 6
2 6 ' 5 8
A&KK0WLmDGEMBNT8
I  would l ik e  to  expreaa my a p p re c ia t io n  to  Dr* Ralph Y* 
M cGlnnla, Chairman o f th e  Xontan* S ta te  D n iv e re lty  Speech 
D epartm ent, whose many hour* of a s s is ta n c e  were In v a lu ab le  
In  th e  p re p a ra t io n  of th l a  th e a la ,
I  would a ls o  l ik e  to  thank  th e  s tu d e n t#  who p a r t i c ip a te d  
In  the  experim en t f o r  t h e i r  tim e and coo p era tio n *
Ï&BLB 0? G0BTBKT8 
GKAPTBR PAGE
I. IKTRODDCTIOM, . , * , , « . . , * * * , . , . . , 1 
Thé Problem « * # , « • • • • * « • • • • • • •  1
Definition of Term* Géed* * , * * * # * , * * , 3
II, SURVEY 0? IHE LITERATURE, , . , * , , , , . , , , %
The Trained Debate Judge, * * * * » , * , * * , b
The Untrained Audience, , , , , , , , * , , , , 23
III, TRB METHOD* , * » , , , , , . , , , , * , , , , , 3%
IV, PIBDIHOS 0P THE B&PBRIMERT, , , , * , , , , , * , 37
V, EVALUATION AND OOBG&B8IOB8 , , . , , , , . , , * , %0
GencluBlon* , * , * , « , * * * , * , * , , , , ^2
Su&geation* f o r  F u rth e r  S tudy * ,  * , * * * ,  ,
BIBLIOGRAPHY , * ,  ,  ,  ,  ,  ,  ,  ,  ,  ,  ,  ,  ,  ,  ,  ,  , * ,  ,  %6
APPENDIX ,  .  ,  ,  .  .  . , ,  ,  » ,  ,  ,  ,  ,  .  ,  * ,  ,  * ,  ,
ABSTRACT * ,  . ,  ,  ,  .  , , ,  ,  ,  ,  ,  ,  ,  ,  ,  ,  ,  ,  ,  ,  * 2 l
LIST TABLES
TABLE f&G#
I ,  Audiene# Vot* * * ,  , * * * ,  * # » * ,  * # ,  * .  37
I I#  (P8p@*nt#g* o f AodleBoe AgPe&ment to  lodge*#
R ating#)*  * * * * # * * * ,  * * # # ,  * * * ,  * 38
I I I *  A ta b le  o f th e  t o t a l  b a l lo t#  o a a t compared w ith
th e  judge#* d e e ia io n  showed* * * * * * * , * * 39
OHAfTER I  
in tro d u c t io n
D ebate *a a c o lle g e  a c t iv i t y  doee n o t o r d in a r i ly  tak e  
p la ce  b e fo re  la rg e  audiences* U su a lly  only  a judge and some* 
tim es a  cba lrm an-tim ekeeper w itn e ss  the  c o n te s t*  In  th i s  
s e t t in g  the d e b a te rs  p r a c t ic e  the  a r t  o f r h e t o r i c ,  encompass* 
la g  p u b lic  sp eak in g , argum en ta tion  and p e rsu asio n *  As Holm 
p o in ts  o u t ,  *The p rim ary  du ty  o f th e  d e b a te r  , , * i a  to  
cause a s  many o f h is  h e a re rs  a s  p o s s ib le  to  ac ce p t h i*  
b e l ie f s * * ^
S ince only th e  judge** d e c is io n  i s  ta b u la te d  and known 
i t  i s  v ery  d i f f i c u l t  f o r  d e b a te rs  to  f in d  o u t w hether th ey  
have p re se n te d  a case  w ith  p e rsu a s iv e  ap p ea l to  aud iences a t  
la rg e  o r w hether they have on ly  appealed  to  or a l ie n a te d  a 
s in g le  a ty p ic a l  judge* The q u e s tio n  fa c in g  th e  d e b a te rs  in  
th i s  s i t u a t i o n  i s ,  *Hcw a ty p ic a l  i s  the t r a in e d  judge from 
an u n tra in e d  aud ience?"
The Problem
S ta tem en t o f th e  problem * The purpose o f th i s  s tu d y  I s  
t o  determ ine th e  amount o f agreem ent between tr a in e d  and 
u n tra in e d  judges when aw arding d e c is io n s  in  c o lle g e  debate*
^James Hobel Holm, How to  Judge Speech C o n te s ts  (P o rt*  
la n d , Maine* P la tfo rm  Hews TFu^lisuing 13cmpany,  1 9 ^8 ), p* 102*
2
Im portance o f th e  mtudy. Debate 1* * p r a c t i c a l  e x c rc ie e  
designed  to  te acb  a rg u m en ta tio n , p e rsu a s io n  and p u b lic  speak* 
lag* At l e a e t  one of I t s  alme 1* to  develop e f f e c t iv e  speak­
e r*  capab le  o f awaylng audience**
Tbe on ly  t e a t  of aud ience ap p ea l in  moat deba te*  1* the  
appea l to  a s in g le  judge* I f  t b i a  ju d g e , veraed  In  a know­
led g e  o f d e b a te , ie  u s in g  a  c r i t e r i o n  o f judgment r e e t r l c t e d  
to  h ie  own p ro fe s s io n  and n o t r e p r e s e n ta t iv e  of la y  a u d ie n ce s , 
th en  th e  d e b a te r  i a  be in g  t r a in e d  to  sway an  aud ience  of 
d eb a te  co ach es , a  moat unusua l g a th e rin g *
The e d u c a tio n a l value o f debate  as a p r a c t i c a l  e x e rc is e  
in  e f f e c t iv e  epeaking may be l im ite d  by th e  type o f aud ience 
n eed , namely th e  tra in e d  deba te  judge# The im portance o f 
t h i s  s tudy  ia  dependent upon the  im portance o f th la  s ta tem en t*  
l im i ta t io n *  of th e  s tu d y . The u n tra in e d  audience*  used 
in  t h i s  s tudy  ware com prised e x c lu s iv e ly  o f  u n d erg rad u a te  
c o lle g e  s tu d en ts*  Care wae tak en  to  e l im in a te  th o se  s tu d e n ts  
who were t r a in e d  in  a rg u m en ta tio n  and deba te  in  an  e f f o r t  to  
in s u re  th a t  no member o f  th e  u n tra in e d  aud ience would have a 
fo rm a lized  c r i t e r i o n  o f  judg ing  debate  s im i la r  to  t h a t  o f a 
t r a in e d  deba te  judge* I t  would be n a iv e , how ever, to  assume 
such an audience would n o t have more t r a in in g  in  c r i t i c a l  
th in k in g  th an  a n o n -c o lle g e  audience#
T his study i s  th e re fo re  l im ite d  to  f in d in g  th e  amount of 
agreem ent between tr a in e d  debate  judges and"U ntra ined" c o lle g e  
audiences#
D e fin itio n *  o f Term* D*ea
Tbe purpoee* o f th l*  a tudy  n e o e a a lta te d  th a t  a a lg n l f l*  
o an t d if fe re n c e  In  t r a in in g  e x ia t  between th e  t r a in e d  and 
u n tra in e d  judgee th a t  were uaed*
T rained  judges were th e re fo re  s e le c te d  on th e  fo llo w in g  
ba*l#% only  thoae judges w ith  f iv e  o r more year*  ex p e rien ce  
In  te ach in g  debate  on th e  c o lle g e  le v e l  aa a p a r t  o f t h e i r  
te a c h in g  p o a l t lo n  In  the apeeoh departm ent o f  a c o lle g e  or 
u n iv e rs i ty *
U h tra ln ed  judge* ware d e fin e d  aa fo llo w s ; o n ly  those  
s tu d e n t*  w ith  no t r a in in g  o r p r a c t ic e  In  fo rm al d eb a te  o r 
a rg u m en ta tio n  e i t h e r  In  h ig h  school o r c o lle g e  and who had 
no imore speech t r a in in g  th a n  one course  i n  b eg in n in g  p u b lic  
speaking*
CHAPTER I I
8URVBY OF TKB LITERATOR#
The #urvey o f  th e  l i t e r a t u r e  ex p lo red  m a te r ia l  w r i t t e n  
oa th e  e u b je o t of*
I  The c r i t e r i a  of judgment weed by t r a in e d  
d eba te  ju d g e s , and 
I I  The c r i t e r i a  of judgment used by aud iences 
u n tra in e d  in  form al d e b a te ,
# n d er th e  c a te g o ry  o f t r a in e d  ju d g e s , much m a te r ia l  was 
to  be found , Many tex tbooks on debate  devo ted  a c h a p te r  to  
judging* In  the c a te g o ry  o f u n tra in e d  au d ien ces however, 
very  l i t t l e  has been  w ritte n #  S tu d ie s  d e a lin g  w ith  th e  la y  
judge** c r i t e r i a  o f  judgment f o r  d eb a te  were w o efu lly  few .
What had been w r i t t e n  was la rg e ly  based  on o p in io n  unsub­
s ta n t i a te d  by ex p e rim en ta l r e s e a rc h ,
I  The T ra ined  Debate Judge
In  a tte m p tin g  to  s e t  f o r th  th e  c r i t e r i a  which t r a in e d  
d eb a te  judges use when judging  d e b a te , d isc o v e ry  was made th a t  
no s e t  c r i t e r i a  had ev e r been ag reed  upon by any o f the  
n a t io n a l  deba te  s o c ie t ie s *  T his la c k  o f acce p ted  c r i t e r i a  
was d isc u sse d  by B a ird ,
J u s t  what e f f e c t iv e  d eb a tin g  ie  hae n ev e r been 
s e t t l e d  o r ag reed  upon, as anyone who rea d s  c u r r e n t  
t e x t s  o r l i s t e n s  to  p ro fe s s io n a l  d is c u s s io n s  on the  
s u b je c t  w i l l  n o te .  However, th e  in s t r u c t io n s  to  
ju d g e s , which a re  sometimes q u i te  e la b o r a te ,  s t i p u la t e
th a t  * the d e c is io n  la  t o  be g iv en  on tbe  m e r ite  o f 
th e  d eb a te  r a th e r  than  on the  q u e a tlo n ," ^
T h is  empbaal# upon "d eb a tin g *  r a th e r  th an  on the "m erit*
o f tb e  q u es tio n *  wae found In  tb e  v a a t  m a jo r ity  o f d eb a te
textbook** P o s te r ,  In  h i*  tex tb o o k  p u b lleb ed  In  190$, gave
tb e  fo llo w in g  in a tru o t lo n *  to  judge* :
* * , .* tbe award shou ld  n o t be made (wi th e  m e r i ts  of 
tb *  q u e s tio n  b ^ f  onTtbe m e r its  o f  tbe~3e b a te ; tbsR; 
i s  to  sa y , c o n s id e ra t io n  as  to  what may seem to  a 
judge tbe I n t r i n s i c  m e rit  o f e i t h e r  s id e  o f a 
q u e s tio n  should n o t e n te r  in to  o r  de term ine tb e  
aw ard; b u t tb e  award ought to  be made to  th a t  
c o l le g e  or team which ev in c e s  g r e a te r  a rg u m en ta tiv e  
a b i l i t y  and b e t t e r  form as  sp*akers*3
The overwhelming m a jo r i ty  o f tex tb o o k s advocated  tbe 
" m e rits  o f tbe q u e s tio n "  v iew p o in t f o r  d eb a te  ju d g e s . How­
e v e r ,  Judge H* # , w e ila . Coach o f  Debate a t  th e  U n iv e rs ity  
o f S ou thern  C a l ifo rn ia  Law School d is s e n te d  s tro n g ly  from 
t h i s  p o s it io n *  He in s i s t e d  th a t  tb e  "case*  o r "w eigh t of 
ev idence*  should  be tb e  b a s is  o f a deba te  d e c is io n .  Judge 
W ells and P ro fe s s o r  James M ilto n  0 * R e ll l ,  th en  P ro fe s s o r  o f 
P u b lic  Speaking a t  tbe  U n iv e rs ity  of W isconsin deba ted  th e i r  
opposing p o s i t io n s  in  tb e  Q u a rte r ly  Jo u rn a l of Speech.^
P ro fe s s o r  0*M eill defended tb e  "m e rits  o f  tb e  q u e s tio n "  
o r " s k i l l  In  deba te*  c r i t e r i o n  w hile  Judge Well* defended tbe 
"w eight o f  ev idence" c r i te r io n *
C ra ig  B a ird , P u b lic  D iscu ss io n  and Debate (Boston* 
D ina and Company, 1937), P* 333»
^W illiam  T ru fa n t P o s te r ,  A rgum entation and D eb a tln c . 
(Boston* Houghton M if f l in  Company," p* 1^6*
^ Q u a rte r ly  Jo u rn a l o f  Speech. 3*336; 4*76, 3 9 8 *
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fro feam o r Law R* 8 a r » t t  o f RoPthw aatem  U n lv e ra lty  warn
aakad to  re n d e r  a d e c is io n  In  tb e  co n tro v ersy *  N lcbola and
Becous summing up P ro fe s s o r  8 a r e t t* s  p o s i t io n ,  made tb e
fo llo w in g  sta tem en t*
# ,  . be showed tb a t  tb e  two were r e a l l y  
a rg u in g  f o r  tb e  same tb ln g  and tb a t  I f  tbey would 
go back and c l a r i f y  term* and d e f in i t io n s  tbey  would 
see  tb a t  I t  took  s k i l l  In  d eb a te  to  make tbe  case 
p r e v a i l ,  t b a t  we accep ted  tbe welgb,t o f  ev idence 
tb e o ry  because tbe s k i l l  o f tb e  d e b a te rs  w d e  tb e  
p reponderance of tb e  ev idence a p p e a r , # *5
3be m ain questlcm  fa c in g  tb s  deba te  judge I s ;  "Wbat
c o n s t i tu t e s  good d eb a tin g ^ "  To answer t b l s  q u e s tio n  many
tex tb o o k s s e t  f o r tb  c r i t e r i a  o f  good debating*
O rocker ad v ised  tbe fo llo w in g  c r i t e r i a * ^
1 ) A n a ly s is
2 )  R e b u tta l and r e f u t a t i o n
3 ) A d a p ta b il i ty  
P re s e n ta t io n
$ )  M a te r ia l
Some tex tb o o k s worded tb e  c r i t e r i a  to  be used by judges 
In  term# o f q u es tio n s*
C r i t e r i a  o f  E v a lu a tio n
A* I s  tb e  A n aly s is  of tbe  Problem Sound?
1) Does tbe  A rguer See tbe  S p e c if ic  Problem 
l a  R e la tio n  to  tb e  T o ta l S i tu a t io n ?
2) I#  tb e  Meaning of tb e  Problem C lear?
B$ Does tb e  Speaker Know tb e  P ac ts?
C# Are In fe re n c e e  from D ata L o g ica l?
D* Are tb e  Argument and Evidence O rganized P ro p e rly ?
^E g b ert Ray R lcb o ls  and ^oeepb H* B aecus, Modem D ebattn  
(Mew York# W,W# Morton and Company, In c * , 1936), pp*
^L io n e l C ro ck e r, Argument a t io n  and D ebate (Mew York# 
American Book Company, p*
E» %ie Spe&ker Adapted Argumente to  tb.e A u d lew ef
P . Eae Wie Epeaker Adapted E la Language to  tb e  Audience?
G, Does tbe Speaker bave an E f f e c t iv e  D e liv e ry ?
a* le  tbe  Speaker Aware of O o n flio tln g  Argum ent*?'
B a lrd  su g g ested  t b a t  in s t ru c t io n *  to  judge* should  con* 
t a i n  th e  fo llo w in g  question*#
A# Which team show* a more com plete knowledge of tbe 
su b je c t?
B# Which team shows th ro u g h o u t th e  deba te  a g r e a te r  
s k i l l  in  a n a ly s is  of th e  q u e s tio n ?
#0# Which team shows s u p e r io r  s k i l l  in  u s in g  argum ents 
backed up by ev idence and in  b u ild in g  up a lo g ic a l  
ca se?
*D* Which team shows g r e a te r  s k i l l  in  r e f u t a t i o n  and
r e b u t ta l?  (Remember th a t  a deba te  i s  an i n t e l l e c t u a l  
g ra p p le ,  a  g ive*and* take  d is c u s s io n * )
E$ Which team  i s  s u p e r io r  in  r h e to r i c a l  o rg a n is a t io n  and 
in  th e  use o f E n g lish ?
P , Which team i s  su p e rio r  in  d e l iv e r y .  In c lu d in g  p la t*  
fcwm m anners, v o ic e ,  b o d ily  a c t io n ,  e n u n c ia t io n , 
a b i l i t y  in  emtamporaneous speech? (D iscount memoris­
ed sp e e c h e s .)
G* Which team i s  s u p e r io r  in  p e rs u a s iv e n e s s , in c lu d in g  
t a o t ,  humor, fa ir -m in d e d n e ss , and s im ila r  q u a l i t i e s ?  
(D is tin g u is h  genu ine argum ent from mere o r a to r ic a l  
em bellishm ent#)
(A lth o u ^  no m ath em atica l p e rc e n ta g e s  #diould be 
a s s ig n ed  to  the v a r io u s  item s above, i t  i s  ag reed  
i ^ a t  in  g e n e ra l m a te r ia l  and argum ent a re  more 
im p o rtan t than  d e liv e ry *  The more w eighty  p o in ts  
a re  s t a r r e d , ) *
Donald Hayworth and R obert B* G apel, i n  t h e i r  book O ral 
Argument p re se n te d  f iv e  c r i t e r i a  f o r  th e  d eb a te  ju d g e . The 
e x p la n a tio n  o f th e se  p o in ts  was in te r e s t i n g  in  t h a t  tb e  sub­
je c t iv e  a s p e c ts  o f judg ing  was I l l u s t r a t e d .
^W illiam  A* B eb l, D iscu ss io n  and Debate (Hew York* 
Ronald P re ss  Company, 19$3), p p . 293-29$.
^ I r d ,  c i t . ,  pp . 333~33)i*
8
1# O cc as io n a lly  a came l a  c o n s tru c te d
u n u su a lly  w e ll ,  b u t in  g e n e ra l Lb* q u a l i ty  o f oaees 
in  m ost debatee  i s  abou t tb e  eame, and in  any g iv en  
d e b a te , w hether i t  be a c la s s  c o n te s t  or an  in te r*  
c o l l e g i a te  d e b a te , tb e  teams a re  u s u a l ly  o f f a i r l y  
e q ^ a l m en ta l c a lib e r*  For tb le  re a s o n , any r e a l  
d if f e re n c e  between tb e  two teams in  r e s p e c t  to  tbe  
ca se  p re se n ted  i s  l i k e l y  to  be h ig h ly  s ig n i f i c a n t  
in  d e te rm in in g  tb e  f i n a l  d ec is io n *  A g r e a t  d e a l  of 
s k i l l  in  d e l iv e r y ,  r e b u t t a l ,  and tb e  o th e r  elem ent* 
o f d e b a tin g , ia  re q u ire d  to  com pensate f o r  a fu n d a­
m en tal weakness in  th e  case*
2# E v idence# Ib e  judge i s  fo rc e d  to  determ ine 
th e  q u a l i ty  o f  6üe ev idence p re se n ted  in  a debate 
c h ie f ly  upon g e n e ra l im p re s s io n s , baaed upon d e f i n i t e ­
n e ss  o f c i t a t i o n ,  q u a l i ty  o f so u rc e s , and s ig n if ic a n c e  
and abundance of m a te r ia l*  One speech may be f a i r l y  
b r i s t l i n g  w ith  ev idence and a n o th e r  a lm ost la c k in g  
in  e a t le f a c to r y  evidence* The judge has no o b je c tiv e  
m easure to  apply#
3* R e fu ta t io n * I f  th e  judge H a t s  th e  v a r io u s  
argum ent* advanced, he w i l l  be ab le  t o  check o ff  
th o se  th a t  a re  s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  answered and thus be 
a b le  to  a n a ly se  th e  deba te  f a i r l y  a c c u ra te ly  from 
th e  s ta n d p o in t o f  r e f u t a t i o n ,  e s t im a tin g  i t s  e f f e c t i v e ­
n e ss  by what he knows ab o u t lo g ic a l  p ro c e s se s  and the  
psychology o f audiences*
4* D elivery*  Thi# ca teg o ry  in c lu d e s  e v e ry th in g  
which has to  do w ith  th e  p h y s ic a l and voca l e x p re s s io n  
o f th e  sp e a k e r , and ia  t o  be judged in  much th e  same 
way a* th a t  o f  any o th e r  p u b lic  speaker*  I t  must be 
remembered, however, t h a t  th e  d eb a te r  i s  speaking In  
an unusual s i t u a t i o n ,  and hence, as In d ic a te d  e a r l i e r ,  
shou ld  n o t u se  th e  same tech n iq u e  a& in  many o th e r  
s l tu e t lo n a *  For exam ple, th e  ty p ic a l  E a s te r  a*naan# 
Whether one d e b a te r  i s  s u p e r io r  to  a n o th e r  in  th i#  
r e s p e c t  depends to  some e x te n t  on the  l ik e s  and d i s ­
l i k e s  of th e  ju d g e . I f  th e re  i s  l i t t l e  d if fe re n c e  
betw een th e  team# in  t h i s  r e s p e c t ,  th e  judge w i l l  
w eigh t d e l iv e ry  le a *  in  a r r iv in g  a t  h is  d e c is io n ,
Rbcech C om position# The judge must a ls o  
c o n s id e r  th e  deb a te r s ' sk i'f  1 in  the  u se  o f th e  
a u d ib le  symbols of speech - -  th a t  i s ,  th e  c le a r n e s s ,  
f o r c e ,  and a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  o f  h is  language# Most o f th e se  
o o n s id e ra tio n e  a re  n a tu r a l ly  m a tte rs  o f p e rso n a l 
p re fe re n c e , s in ce  d eb a te  judg ing  o b v iously  can n o t be
redüoed to  m athem atica l o r s c i e n t i f i c  fo rm u lae . The 
f i n a l  judgm ent, however, i s  l ik e ly  to  be much more 
a c c u ra te  i f  the  re co rd  I s  kep t o f th e  v a r io u s  d iv i ­
s ion*  o f a n a ly a i*  a* each epeaker f ln ia h e # .?
A, G raig  B alrd  p u b lish ed  an ex ceed in g ly  com prehensive
^O utline  fo r  D e ta ile d  C r i t ic is m  o f a D ebate" in  h la  book
Pub l i c  PjBouBslon and De b a te o u b llsh ed  In  1926. In  the  l a t e r
re v ie e d  e d i t io n  p u b lish ed  in  1937 t h i s  m a te r ia l  waa o m itted .
O u tlin e  f o r  D e ta ile d  C r it lc la m  of a Debate*
(Q nderacore th e  Item e th a t  e x p re s s  your 
judgm ent( when p o aa ib le^  fu m ia h  exam ples o f 
f a u l t# * )
I  A nalyel#
A, Cauee f o r  d le c u a e io n ; n o t g iv e n , r e le v a h t .  
I r r e l e v a n t ,  a rg u m e n ta tiv e , overem phasized
B, H isto ry *  f u l l ,  overdeveloped , in a c c u r a te ,  
a c c u ra te , i r r e l e v a n t ,  a a t l a f a c to r y ,  u p - to -  
d a te ,  la c k in g  in  r e c e n t  fa c t#
C* D e fin itio n # *  a b s e n t ,  too  few . In a c c u ra te ,  
vague, u a n e c e e e a r i ly  in v o lv e d , te c h n ic a l ,  
c l e a r ,  eound
D. Admlaelon#* dam aging, ju d ic io u s ,  t r i v i a l ,  
s i g n i f i c a n t
2* laauea* n o t g iv e n , too  many, to o  few, con­
t r a d ic to r y ,  o v e rla p p in g , t r i v i a l ,  i r r e l e v a n t ,  
s u p e r f i c i a l ,  sound, co m p le te , lo g ic a l  in  
arrangem ent
P* P a r t i t i o n  o f th e  su b jec t*  n o t  g iv e n , mecha­
n ic a l ly  s t a t e d ,  s k i l l f u l l y  s t a t e d ,  o v er­
la p p in g , n o t ex h au s tiv e
G* O rg an iza tio n  in  g e n e ra l ;  r e le v a n t ,  i r r e l e ­
v a n t ,  im p re ss iv e , u n im p ress iv e , p e r s u a s iv e , 
n o n p ersu asiv e
I I  Knowledge of th e  s u b je c t :  s u p e r f i c i a l ,  thorough
(exam ples, i f  p o s s ib le ,  o f m is in fo rm a tio n )
^Donald Hayworth and R o b ert B, O apel, O ral Argument (Kew 
York* H arper and B ro th e rs , 193^) PP# 3>9~36ï*
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I I I  Evidence and argum ent
A* In  g en era l*  ample e v id e n c e , s u f f i c i e n t ,  i n ­
s u f f i c i e n t ,  e f f e c t i v e ,  s t r i k in g
B* G e n e ra liz a tlo n e #  to o  few c e e e a , s u f f i c i e n t  
in  number, f a i r  exam ple*, n o t f a i r  exam ple*, 
s a t i s f a c to r y
0* A n alo g ies: n o t u se d , t r u e ,  f a l s e ,  a p p ro p r ia te
D, C a u sa tio n : wrong c a u se s , I n s u f / lo i e n t  o au aes , 
wrong e f f e c t s ,  lo g ic a l  and, i n  g e n e ra l ,  s a t i s ­
f a c to ry
E , Ig n o rin g  tb e  q u estio n *  a rR u m e n ^  b ^ -  
nem# jargumentum and populum, argumentum ad
'a p p e a l t T ^ 'a M  tb e  p a s t  (g iv e  ex­
ample* i f  p o s s ib le )
F# Begging tbe  q u e s titm : argum ent in  a c i r c l e ,  
q u es tio n -b eg g in g  w ords. I t e r a t i o n ,  use o f a 
p rem ise  wbicb re q u ir e s  p ro o f
a# Bse o f a u tb o r ite a *  coaqpetent, in co m p eten t, 
too  few , to o  many, vague, to o  mucb q u o tin g  
from  one au tb io rity
H» In c o n s is te n c ie s  (g iv e  exam ples)
IV S k i l l  in  r e b u t t a l  and r e f u ta t i o n
A# Tbe second speech* to o  a b o r t ,  s c a t te r e d  in  
id e a * , c l e a r ,  p o o rly  o rg an iz ed , w e ll  organ­
iz e d ,  im p re s s iv e , d u l l ,  f a i r ,  b r i l l i a n t ,  
good, extem poraneous, i n t e l l i g e n t ,  l e g i t i ­
mate in  s t r a t e g y ,  u n f a i r  in  t a c t i c s
B# In  gen era l*  f re q u e n t  th roughou t tb e  d ia c u s -  
elcm , ex tw iporaneous, sound, p o o r , iq p re s ; Ive
C, S p e c ia l methods o f r e fu ta t io n *  r e d u c t io  ad 
absurdum. method of r e s id u e s ,  dilem m as, ex ­
posing  i r r e l e v a n t  argum ents
V S ty le
A, The debate  in  g e n e ra l :  w e ll o rg a n iz e d , c l e a r ,  
c o h e re n t, f o r c e f u l ,  p o o rly  O rganized ,  p o o rly  
a rran g ed  fo r  coherence and f o r  em phasis , 
vaguely  o u t l in e d , ev idence  o f good b r i e f in g .
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ev idence of poor b r i e f in g ,  in tro d u c to ry , 
t r a n s i t i o n a l ,  summ arizing e lem en ts
B# S en tence* ; too  lo n g , to o  s h o r t ,  to o  few ques­
t i o n s ,  co n fu sed , c l e a r ,  c o h e re n t, em phatic , 
lo o s e ,  p e r io d ic ,  b a la n c e d , rh y th m ic a l, h a r s h , 
monotonous in  s t r u c tu r e
0« Words; r e p e t i t i o n  (exam ples), la c k  o f r e p e t i ­
t i o n ,  c l e a r ,  t e c h n ic a l ,  em p h atic , m ech an ica l, 
t r i t e ,  o r ig in a l ,  sp o n tan eo u s, v a r ie d ,  d u l l ,  
f i g u r a t i v e ,  c o n c is e , d i f f u s e ,  c o n c re te ,  hack­
neyed , a r t i f i c i a l ,  rh y th m ic a l, l i t e r a r y ,  non- 
l i t e r a r y
VI P re s e n ta t io n
A, PlatfOMS c o u r te s y ;  f a i l u r e  to  a d d re s s  chairm an 
o r au d ien ce , ad d re ss  o f chairm an and aud ience 
w ell p lanned
B, A tt i tu d e  toward opponents: f a i r ,  h o s t i l e ,  
j u d i c i a l ,  unduly  s a r c a s t i c ,  p a tro n iz in g
G, A tt i tu d e  tow ard audience* p le a s a n t ,  p a t ro n iz ­
in g , ap p e a lin g  t o  cense of j u s t i c e ,  ap p ea lin g  
to  sense of f a i r  p la y , e x p re ss in g  in d ig n a t io n , 
e x p re ss in g  s e l f i s h n e s s
D, G estu re# ; too  few , to o  many n a t u r a l ,  s t i f f
E , B earin g ; l i s t l e s a ,  e a g e r , la c k in g  in  p u rp o se , 
unduly  s t i f f ,  c a r e le s s  In  p o s i t io n  of f e a t  and 
h ands, a im le ss  in  p o s i t io n  o f th e  e y e s , unduly
nervoM
P , Method o f d e l iv e ry  and voice*  poor b re a th in g ,  
monotony o f to n e , to o  f a s t ,  to o  slow , e f f e c t iv e ,  
n a tu r a l  in  to n e , too  lo u d , too s o f t ,  f o r c e f u l ,  
la c k in g  in  f o rc e ,  d ec lam ato ry , m em orized, ex -  
temp orane ou 5 ,  1 p r  omptu
G. P ro n u n c ia tio n  and e n u n c ia tio n ; e x c e l l e n t ,  f a i r ,  
p o o r, s lo v e n ly , overn lce  (exam ples of f a u l t s )
B , Q u a l i t ie s  o f th e  sp eak er: u p r ig h tn e s s ,  m odesty , 
b o ld n e ss , t a c t ,  la c k  of t a c t ,  d ig n i ty ,  la c k  o f 
d ig n i ty ,  humor, la c k  o f humor, ca lm ness, i r r i t a ­
b i l i t y .  p u g n ac ity , m ental power, m en tal m edlo- 
c r i ty lO
lO a , C raig  B a ird , P u b lic  D iscu ss io n  and Debate (B oston; 
Ginn and Gompany, '
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To f u r th e r  th e  u n d ers ta n d in g  of wh&t o o n a t l tu te e  s k i l l e d  
d e b a tin g , Summere and Whan p u b lish ed  th e  fo llo w in g  c r i t e r i a  
of debate*
The Requirem ent# o f Good D ebating
On the b a e le  o f p reaen t* d ay  s ta n d a rd # , good 
d e b a tin g  must s a t l e f y  a l l  of th e  fo llo w in g  r e ­
qu irem en t# ;
F l r a t .  eaoh d e b a te r  m ust show an i n t e l l i g e n t  
u n d e rs ta n d in g  o f th e  q u e s t io n , and knowledge of a l l  
o f  th e  Im p o rtan t f a c t#  concern ing  i t ,
Second, th e re  must be ev idence o f c a r e f u l  p la n -  
n in g , % e argum ents p re se n te d  must be o rg an ised  in to  
a u n i f i e d ,  c o n s tru c t iv e  c a s e , p re s e n tin g  th e  p o in t#  
o r co n ten tio n #  which o f f e r  the  s t ro n g e s t  reaso n s  fo r  
a c c e p tin g  th e  d e s ire d  p o in t  of view  concern ing  th e  
q u e s t io n .
T h ird # b o th  c o n s tru c tiv e  speeches and r e b u t t a l s  
m ust Se c a r e f u l ly  o rg an ised  so  t h a t  each p o in t  s ta n d s  
o u t c l e a r ly  and the  case  a# a whole l a  easy  to  follow *
P o u rth , ev ery  c o n te n tio n  advanced must be amply 
su p p o rted  Iw ith  ev idence or **proof,** s u f f i c i e n t  to  e s ­
t a b l i s h  th e  p o in t  as  tru e  in  the  mind o f an u n p re ju d ­
ic ed  l i s t e n e r ,  R e b u tta l argum ents m ust be sup p o rted  
w ith  p ro o f m a te r ia ls  no l e s s  th a n  thoae advanced In  
th e  c o n s tru c tiv e  argum ent,
F i f t h ,  every  im p o rtan t c o n s tru c tiv e  p o in t  a d -  
vancc'ii the  opposing sp e a k e rs , and ev ery  a t t a c k  of 
consequence upon th e  main p o in ts  in  th e  d eb a te r* e  own 
c a s e ,  m ust be co n s id ered  In  r e b u t ta l*  The r e f u ta t i o n  
m ust be e f f e c t iv e ;  every  opposing argum ent a t ta c k e d  
should  be overthrow n or a t  l e a s t  s e r io u s ly  weakened,
8 ^ t h , the Id eas  p re se n te d  m ust be ex p ressed  in  
e f f e c t iv e  lan g u ag e . Good B n g llah  la  nece^isary In  any 
type o f speech^ b u t over and above th e  demand# o f good 
grammar and good k n g lish  s t y l e ,  the d eb a te  argum ent 
m ust be p re se n te d  in  language which conveys th e  
s p e a k e r 's  though t most e f f e c t i v e ly .
^ y e n t h , th e  d e b a te r  must be a good p u b lic  
sp e a k e r , ta lk in g  d i r e c t l y  to  h lc  l i s t e n e r s  in  an
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in fo rm ai»  o o n v e ra a tlo n e l e ty l e ,  b u t w ltb  ea rn ea tn e aa  
and v ig o r  of ex p reaa lo n  whlcb oam pelr a t t e n t io n * ! !
In  d is c u s s in g  th e  ju d g e 's  c r i t e r i a *  MoBurney* O 'R e l l l
and M ille  p o in te d  out th a t  a d eb a te  b a l lo t  no rm ally  in c lu d e*
from fo u r  to  te n  Item* "b u t i t  ahould cover a n a ly s is  and c a ee ,
evidence* a t ta c k  and defense* and d e l lv e ry * " !2
They f u r th e r  c l a r i f i e d  th e s e  c r i t e r i a  by l i e t l n g  them
in  b a l lo t  form w ith  aub-heading**
A nalyal*  and eaae
c l e a r
lo g ic a l
Evidence
p e r t in e n t
Dependable
s u f f i c i e n t
Argument
sound
c cmprehens Ib le
R e b u tta l
a d a p ta t io n  and a t ta c k  
defense  o f own oaae
D eliv e ry
e a s i ly  heard  
extem pcraneoua 
d i r e c t  
c o u r te o u s !)
In  th e  survey  of th e  l i t e r a t u r e  only one tex tb o o k  w&# 
found which devoted I t s e l f  e x c lu s iv e ly  to  th e  f i e l d  of
^ ! lIa rr la o n  Boyd Summer* and Pore a t  L iving* Whan* How to  
Debate (Mew York* the H*W. W ilson Company, 19hO) pp* 21-22*
^^Jamea H. MoBumey* James M, O 'N e ill  and Glen E. M ills*  
A rgum entatltm  and Debate (New York* The M acm illan Gomoanv.
i # r r p r ? B i T
!3 lb 4 d .
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jüdalng ocmpetltlv» #peecb m otlv ltl*» . Tble w*e ^  JuAg* 
Oont«etm by Jmmee Boble Holm#
Dr# S o l»  m&de m eurvey of ju d g e a ' op in lona ooncern ing  tb e  
c r i t e r i a  of a n a ly s in g  debate*# S ince t b l e  was a f a r  more 
d e ta i le d  t r e e  W ent o f tb e  s u b je c t  tb a n  was found in  o th e r  
work* I t  wa* f e l t  p r o f i t a b le  to  quo te tbe s e c t io n  d e a lin g  w ith  
tbe  judg ing  o f deba te  alm ost in  i t *  e n t i r e t y ,
Wbat a re  tb e  tb lng*  tb e  judge m ust w atch f o r  
in  an a ly s in g  tu e  work o f tb e  two temmsT A c ro a s -  
e e o tlo n  o f  g e n e ra l  o p in io n  eeem* to  ebow tb e  
fo llo w in g !
(1 ) A nalyai*  and in te r p r e t a t i o n  of 
i t i o n ,  T eb b n lc a liy  i t  Ï*  t&eTüüüy 'o f tb e  a f f i  
t l v e  to  d e f in e  tb e  p ro p o s it io n  and e e ta b l ia b  tb e  
gr<NAnda f o r  debate#  I t  l a  tb e  p r iv i le g e  o f tb e  
n e g a t iv e , however, to  do ao In  case  tb e  a f f i rm a tiv e  
f a i l * ,  o r to  d is p u te  f o r  good reaso n  tb e  i n t e r p r é t a -  
t lw i  o f tb e  a f f irm a tiv e *  Abo^e a l l ,  i t  l a  tb e  prim e 
d u ty  o f each  a id e  to  make c l e a r  to  tb e  aud ience tbe  
a n a ly s is  and i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f tbe  p ro p o s i t io n ,  and 
o f tb e  la&ue* ae they  a r ia * *  Tbe judge abould In ­
s i s t  on tb e  d eb a te  b e in g  made p la in  to  tb e  au d ien ce ,
(2 ) A n a ly s is  o f  tb e  deba te  a# i t  p ro cee d s ,
Tbe s u c c e s s fu l  team i s  tb e  one which i s  b e s t  a b le  to  
p ic k  ou t th e  tre n d  o f tbe  d e b a te , sec tb e  v i t a l  i s s u e s  
a s  Wey evo lve from th e  c la sh e s  of o p in io n , and fo llo w  
and make c l e a r  to  tb e  audience th o se  is s u e s*
(3 ) O rg an laa tio n  o f  m a te r ia l . C a re fu l ly  tbe 
judge should ba lance  th e  opponents i n  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  
to  o rg a n ise  m a te r ia l*  By t h i s  la  m eant th e  way tbe  
sp eak ers  a r "ange th e  argum ents to  f i t  tb e  au d ien ce , 
tbe  lo g ic a l  developm ent o f tb e  argum ent, tb e  d i v i ­
s io n  o f tb e  oaae between o r among tbe sp eak ers on 
a s id e ,  teamwork in  argum ent, v iv id n e s e , s im p l ic i ty ,  
u n i ty ,  co h e ren ce , and em phasis*
(4) Evidence to  su p p o rt a s s e r t i o n s * One of 
tb e  v a lu e s  ''bÿ 'je (> a te '''is 'tb e ' in  w ülcb i t  fo rce#  
th e  d e b a te rs  to  s u p ro r t t h e i r  s ta te m e n ts . The judge
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Bhould w atch to  aee th a t  every  argum ent and r e b u t t a l  
i a  s u b s ta n t ia te d  w ith  s u f f i c i e n t  f a c t ,  s t a t i s t i c s ,  o r 
testim ony# F a ilu re  to  do so on the p a r t  of a te a *  
shou ld  be p en a liz ed  acco rd in g  t o  th e  im portance o f 
th e  argum ent, and on th e  o th e r  hand, f a i l u r e  of th e  
opponents t o  demand ev idence  should  a ls o  be taü o n  as 
a s ig n  o f weakness on t h e i r  p a r t ,
(5 ) R easoning* In fe re n c e  b%sed on e v id e n c e .
Some teams bsve à ^ a l t h  o f  ev idence in  t h e i r  
argum ent, b u t use i t  p ocrly*  T h is i s  a m ajor weak~ 
n e s s .  Argument should  be lo g ic a l ly  b u i l t ,  a r i s in g  
from s u f f i c i e n t  g rounds, and p roceed ing  by c le a r  
th in k in g  to  sound co n c lu sio n s^  A judge shou ld  
charge poor th in k in g  a g a in s t  a team, b u t  should  
b a lan ce  i t  by an o th e r  b l# ck  mark a g a in s t  opponent* 
who f a i l  to  d is c o v e r  th e  unsound argum ent.
D e liv e ry * S ince debate  ia  an  e x e rc is e  in  
p u b lic  speaWing"''and p e r s u a s io n , a good d e l iv e ry  i s  
e s s e n t i a l ,  A d i r e c t ,  c o n v e rs a tio n a l a t t i t u d e ;  a l e r t ,  
v ig o ro u s p r e s e n ta t io n ;  a p le a s in g  v o ic e ; a volume 
and r a t*  s u i te d  to  th e  audience and room* c l e a r  enunci* ' 
t i o n  and p ro p e r p ro n u n o ia tlo n ; f re e  u se  o f body and 
arm s; and above a l l  th e  a b i l i t y  to  ex tem porize  and 
ad a p t cne^s s e l f  to  opposing argum ents a re  a l l  marks 
o f a good speaker*
(7 ) E f fe c t iv e n e s s  o f d i r e c t  r e f u t a t i o n . How 
w e ll does a speaker m eet and match th e  arg ihaents o f 
h i s  opponent? T his i s  one o f th e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
which s e p a ra te  d eba te  from o th e r  ty p es o f p u b lic  
a d d re s s , and in  th i s  a b i l i t y  th e  d e b a te r  shows h ie  
t ru e  w orth , R e fu ta tio n  should  be w e ll p lan n ed , 
d i r e c t ,  and adap ted  to  th e  e x a c t argument i t  i s  de­
signed  to  overth row , A thorough knowledge o f the 
s u b je c t  i s  one of th e  e s s e n t i a l s  o f good r e b u t t a l ,  
a knowledge which must be used in  * keen and w e ll-  
o rg an ized  a t t a c k ,
(6) E ffe c tiv e n e s s  of co u n te r  r e f u t a t i o n # Does 
th e  debateÎM maEr'% Ia'*argüm8nET]rirEtâclir'"Eîs'''^ponents, 
and s to p  th e re ?  He ah o u ld n * t. V igorous re - s u p p o r t  
o f h is  o r ig in a l  c o n te n tio n s  where th ey  have been 
a t ta c k e d ,  by b rin g  in  new f a c t s  and ev id en ce , and
an e q u a lly  v igorous c o u n te r -a t ta c k  where i n i t i a l  
r e b u t t a l  has been weakened by th e  o p p o s it io n  a re  
n ec e ssa ry  to  c a r ry  the argument a lo n g , "Answer th e  
answer* i s  th e  way M iss Maxine Dye uf th e  U n iver­
s i t y  of Akron p u ts  i t .
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Bor aboald  th la  c o u n te r -a t ta e k  &na re* # u p p o rt 
be 8catt@ r»d* I t  fhould  c e n te r  around th e  v i t a l  
is s u e s  of th e  debate*
(9 ) Keen p u r s u i t  o f  tn e  v i t a l  i s s u e s .  By a l l  
means th e  d e b a te r  should show an a b i l i t y  to  choose 
th e  Im p o rtan t argum ents f o r  em phasis, and to  d is c a rd  
th e  l e s s e r  o n es . C o n s tan tly  as  the debate  p ro g re sse s  
th e  c la s h  should narrow  down to  a few n o t ly  c o n te s te d  
p o in ts*  I t  ta k e s  a good d e b a te r  t o  accom plish  th i s  
and n o t w aste h i s  tim e on t r i v i a l i t i e s #
(10) y e ^ o n a l  a t t i t u d e tow ard aud ience and 
opponen ts#' ' '% îe' ^ e b a te r  ' a h w ld  a c c e p t h i s  opponent* 
a s  la d ie s  end gentlem en and th e  audience a# h is  
equals#  Any d e v ia tio n  from such an a t t i t u d e  by way 
o f bom bastic d e l iv e ry ,  sarcasm , co n d escen sio n , o r 
an  o v erb ea rin g  a t t i t u d e  should be frowned upon*
(11 ) P e rsu as iv e  f a c t o r s # Mere and m ore, de« 
b a t in g  i s  coming to  be looked ui as an e x e rc is e  
in  p u b lic  speaking* The d eb a te  t e x t s  of e a r l i e r  
y e a rs  made no m ention  o f aud ience  b e l i e f s  and i n ­
t e r e s t s ;  a t t e n t io n  waa c e n te re d  upon sy llog ism *  and 
c a u sa l r e la t io n s h ip s #  Today, however, every  modem 
d e b a tin g  t e x t  ha* a t  l e a s t  one c h a p te r  devoted to  
th e  psychology o f th e  audience#
In  j u s t  such a way a re  th e  p e rsu a s iv e  elem ents 
becoming more im p o rta n t in  ju d g in g  deba tee*  Argu­
ment* should be m o tiv a te d , th a t  i s ,  they  should of* 
f a r  the  aud ience soma good re a so n  f o r  a c ce p tan ce— 
n o t c o ld ,  lo g ic a l  re a s o n s , b u t warm, f r ie n d ly  bnea, 
The cho ice  of word* i s  im pD rtan t, to o , f o r  eoma 
words c a r r y  w inning c o n n o ta tio n s , w h ile  t h e i r  syn­
onym# may have an u n p le a sa n t r e a c t io n  on th e  p a r t  
o f the  audience* E n tire  case*  should be adapted  
to  the a u d i$ n c e -* fo r  in s ta n c e ,  a d eba te  team o f 
m ine, speak ing  In  b e h a lf  of s t a t e  o p e ra tio n  of 
e l e c t r i c a l  s e rv ic e  b e fo re  a sm all r u r a l  au d ien ce , 
made t h e i r  e n t i r e  p la a  on th e  b a s is  o f  improved r u r a l  
e l e c t r i f i c a t i o n .  And su re ly  th e  b e e t  d e b a te r ,  a l l  
o th e r  th in g s  being  e q u a l ,  i a  th e  one w ith  th e  m ost 
p le a s a n t  and l ik e a b le  p e rs o n a li ty *  These th in g *  
m ust a l l  be considered*
S uggestions f o r  ad v e rse  c r i t i c i s m
Are lÈiere some th in g s  which th e  judge should 
e s p e c ia l ly  guard a g a in s t?  Some people b e lie v e  th e se  
item s shou ld  be pena lized*
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(1 ) The üeolalm lnA o f Memorized speechea# De­
b a te  should  be extem pore In  m anner, end speeches 
w r i t te n  and memorized sim ply do n o t f i t  In to  th e  p ic ­
tu re*  Gen h igh  school s tu d e n ts  be t r a in e d  to  extempore 
d e b a tin g ?  The answer I s  th a t  f o r  th r e e  y e a rs  h ig h  
schoo l s tu d e n ts  under th e  w r i t e r 's  d i r e c t io n  d id  n o t 
w r i te  o u t a s in g le  speech ; y e t  s e v e ra l  cups and m edals 
g iv e  ev idence of t h e i r  a b i l i t y  to  speak  extem poran­
eo u s ly  in  an e f f e c t iv e  manner*
T his does n o t mean th a t  the  "b lock* method of 
p re p a r in g  speeches should  be e l im in a te d , b u t i t  does 
mean th a t  any m em orization which ten d s to  d e fe a t  ad ­
a p ta t io n  and good r e b u t t a l  shou ld  be marked a g a in s t  
a sp e ak e r ,
(2 )  Reading c f  speeches* Need an y th in g  more 
be sa id ?
(3 )  Vse. o f u n q u es tio n ab ly  fml,ae o r  p e rv e r te d  
ev id en ce* "W lc k e ry  an^'' fafsetiooi^ '«m'ouTS be' d e fea ted  
e k " a l l  c o s t s ,  so  th a t  a judge may f e e l  j u s t i f i e d  In  
d ec id in g  a deba te  e n l te ly  upon the  d isco v e ry  o f th e  
use  o f  f a l s e  o r f ra u d u le n t evidence*
T ^nsportm ^nlike co n d u c t: o v e rb ea rin g  a t t i ­
tu d e # D e b a te r s l l l c e '  ' ''o ^ e rs ,'' a re  apT"To'"7eel supe- 
r l w  to  t h e i r  opponents or aud ience a t  t im e s , A j/aln, 
they  may pou t and su lk  wben th ey  have l o s t  a f a i r  
d ec is io n *  A tt i tu d e s  such a s  th e se  should be p en a l­
iz e d  %,^en evidenced on th e  deba te  p la tfo rm *
) O bviously t r i c k y # f a n c i f u l * u n re a l p la n s . 
D ebate i s  to  prepare '" 1 t e " s tu d e i^ 's  '' t o  ta k e  t h e i r  
p la c e s  In  a very  r e a l  democracy* Yet on tbe  fo re n ­
s ic  p la tfo rm  smny f o rg e t  r e a l i t y  and come f o r th  
w ith  Ideas th e  l ik e  o f which have n ev er b e fo re  been 
known* With sauve d e l iv e ry  and r a p id  read in g  of 
s t a t i s t i c *  o f te n  used  to  pasa  over th e  I n s t a b i l i t y  
o f  th e  f a n c i f u l  p la n s ,  d e b a te rs  o f  t h i s  type many 
tim es %aln a d e c is io n  th e y  do no t deserve*  Such 
p r a c t ic e s  should  be frowned upon a* le a d in g  to  
p o l i t i c a l  t r ic k e ry  and g u l l i b i l i t y  in  l a t e r  l i f e ,
(6 ) Q uibblix:^* Mere d e n ia l  o f  argum ent, undue 
em phasis on obscure p o in t s ,  and undue w rang ling  over 
the  meaning of term s c o n s t i tu t e  q u ib b lin g , a h a b i t  
found in  some beg inn ing  d e b a te r s ,  and one which should  
be e lim in a ted *
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(7) T ricky exp u n f a i r  s t r a te g y  f o r  v ic to ry  e
Much has been s a id  ab o u t th e  use o f t r i c k e r y  and the  
p e n a l iz a t io n  of I t  by th e  ju d g e , ao t b a t  l i t t l e  more 
need be added* I f  the  t ru e  purpose o f d eb a te  be 
k ep t In  m ind, t r i c k e r y  w i l l  be o f no a v a i l ;  I t  1& 
up to  th e  judge* T his does n o t mean, how ever, to  
p e n a liz e  le g i t im a te  s t r a t e g ic  d e v ic e s , S tra te g y  
has been d e fin e d  as u s in g  o n e 's  re so u rc e s  In  such 
a way a s  to  g a in  an unexpected  advantage over oppo­
n en ts*  There I s  n o th in g  u n f a i r  in  s t r a te g y  I t s e l f ,  
b u t  u n f a i r  methods of s t r a te g y  may be used* I t  i s  
th e se  tbe judge should  guard a g a in s t ,
(G) Im proper p la tfo rm  e t i q u e t t e * The judge 
should always In c lu d e  In  ills ' " c r i t lc ïs m  adm onitions 
a g a in s t  loud ta lk in g  a t  th e  ta b le s  w h ile  opponents 
a re  sp e ak in g , o r a c t io n s  c o n tra ry  to  p a r lia m e n ta ry  
usage* E xtrem ely Im proper e t iq u e t te  may be pena­
l iz e d  by th e  ju d g e ,
(9 ) C o n s is te n t Im proper u se  o f E n g lis h *
Speaking e x ^ ^ p o ra n s o u s ly , th e  b e s t  o f us a re  a p t 
to  siake sm all e r r o r s  In  grasmiar and usage f o r  which 
we may bo e a s i ly  fo rg iv e n , so why shou ld  a d e b a te r  
be p e n a liz e d  f o r  In a d v e r te n t s l ip s ?  The speech 
c o n te s ta n t ,  how ever, who shows h im se lf  to  have a 
poor command of th e  fundam entals of th e  language 
should be marked f o r  adverse  c r i t i c i s m ,
(lO ) I n a b i l i t y  t o  ^ k e  argum ents c l e a r  t o  th e  
au d ien ce ,  ' 'j*sny a mlisundi'ers.t^ d u rin g  th e  f i n a l  
c r f t l c i s m  o f a debate  a r i s e s  when th e  judge p e n a liz e *  
a team f o r  f e l l i n g  to  answer an  Im p o rtan t argum ent. 
*Why, I  d id  re p ly  to  t h a t , "  th e  In ju re d  s tu d e n t an­
sw ers , The t r u th  i s  t h a t  th e  s tu d e n t has answered 
th e  argument s u f f i c i e n t l y  In  h is  own m ind, b u t hae 
f e l l e d  to  convey th e  r e f u ta t i o n  c l e a r ly  t o  h is  
l i s t e n e r s *  S ince th e  f i n a l  t e s t  o f a d e b a te r  i s  
h i s  a b i l i t y  to  "p u t h i s  p o in t s e ro s a ,"  a la c k  of 
c l a r i t y  and em phasis m ust be co n s id e red  Im p o rtan t 
when i t  means th a t  th e  aud ience f a l l s  to  g rasp  th e  
p o in t*
yi"'-'-
S uggestion#  f o r  fa jl^ ra b le  c r i t i c i s m
I f  th e re  a re  a few s p e c if ie d  item s which the 
judge should  be expected  n o t to  approve, c o n v e rse ly  
th e re  should e x i s t  some he should applaud* These 
a re  sug g estiv e*
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) D é f a i t e  a ttem p t*  to  m eet on common Rround: 
co n o eaa io n * t f  a team can throw  away p a r t  of I t a  
prepare^^ argument in  o rd e r to  meet th e  co n ten tio n *  
of th e  o th e r  e ld e  more e q u a re ly , and I f  i t  oan ju d i­
c io u s ly  a# ree  w ith  p a r ta  o f an opposing case f o r  the 
same re a so n  w ith o u t weakening i t *  own, i t  shou ld  be 
commended* C oncession to  an  opponent In  o rd e r to  
m eet on more v i t a l  ground 1* n o t an adm laelon  o f 
d e f e a t .  I t  la  co o p e ra tio n  to  make c l e a r  th e  r e a l  
is su e*
(2 ) B ^ a lla ln g  th e  deba te  in to  ja s in g le  la e u e # 
V hlle a detia^e carm ot alw l^* ^ e  b o ll^ d  down to  one 
d e f in i t e  c la s h  o f o p in io n , n e v e r th le a s  a s  the  con­
t e s t  p ro g re s se s  and tim e grow* s h o r te r ,  th e  a b i l i t y  
on th e  p a r t  of a team to  i s o l a t e  and em phasise th e  
c r u c i a l  le eu e  o r I s s u e s  i s  a commendable a s se t*
(3) S p e c ia l m otions becoming la d le s  and g e n t le ­
men* I f  p a r t  o f th e  elm o f  a c o n te s t  i s  to  t r a i n  
f o r  s o c ia l  c o n ta c te ,  su re ly  any a c t io n s  on th e  p a r t  
o f a c o n te s ta n t  which mark him a* being  p o l i t e  and 
c o u rte o u s  should  be c i te d  ap p ro v ln g l/*
S p e c ia l a p ti tu d e *  o f vo ice  and a b i l i t y .
C le a r ,  p le a s in g  v o lce  a ; w  t  * tan 3 'in g ly  ' a l e r t  atlnde; 
p a r t i c u l a r l y  engaging p e r s o n a l i t i e s ;  any marks o f  
unusua l a b i l i t y  a* a s tu d e n t—any o r a l l  o f  th e se  
should be g iven  encouragem ent by fa v o ra b le  c r i t i ­
cism*
%%oel?Lent teamwork;. Because a deba te  i s  a 
c la s h  o f team s, h o t o F " ln d lv ld u a l* , s u p e r io r  team­
work on th e  p a r t  of one e lu e  shou ld  be an advantage 
t o  t h a t  side* The d iv is io n  o f th e  c a s e ,  h an d lin g  
o f r e f u t a t i o n ,  and g e n e ra l a t t i t u d e ,  a l l  In d ic a te  
c o o p e ra tio n  on th e  p a r t  o f th e  members o f e team*
Immediate and d i r e c t  c la s h  o f i s s u e s #
Some d e b a te r s ,  e s p e c ia l ly  novTces, w a it u n i i l  th e  
f i n a l  round of s^eeehe* to  b eg in  th e  a t ta c k  upon 
t h e i r  opponent*# argum ents* Such a co u rse  r e s u l t s  
in  a l e s s  I n te r e s t in g  and p r o f i t a b le  debate*  Refu­
t a t i o n  should  beg in  w ith  th e  f i r s t  n e g a tiv e  sp eak er and 
co n tin u e  th roughou t th e  debate*  The judge should  en^ 
courage th e  p ra c tic e *
(7 ) M ain ta ln ln#  the  psycho^p^loa^ o f fe n s iv e *
The team which b eg in s  to  a t ta c k  f i r s t ,  anct Keeps
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I t*  opponent* buay try in g  to  e x p la in  and made c l e a r  
t h e i r  e tand  ha* ach ieved  a p o e l t lo n  whlou is  d i f ­
f i c u l t  to  overcome. I f  a team 1* a b le  to  m a in ta in  
th e  o f fe n s iv e . I t  n o t only  p rev en t*  damaging a t ta c k  
on I t *  own argum ent*, b u t p la cee  I t*  opponent* In  
th e  r o le  o f t r y in g  to  r e b u i ld  and e x p la in  an alm oat 
l o s t  cauee* The p ay ch o lo g lea l o f fe n s iv e  1* n o t a 
t r i c k  n o r  an  u n f a i r  ad v an tag e ; i t  1* th e  mark o f a 
atrong-m lnded  and pu rp o siv e  team*
Some c o n t ro v e r s ia l  p o in t*
On some tech n iq u es  and m ethods o f  d e b a te , 
judges and I n s t r u c to r s  a l ik e  a re  g r e a t ly  d iv id e d  in  
t h e i r  opinion* A few o f th e se  p o in ts  shou ld  be 
m entioned; th e  judge w i l l  have to  decide  in  h is  own 
mind th e  w orth  of each*
o f s t r a t e g ic  d e v ic e s , Should q u e s tio n  
a f t e r  questidnT Se sh o t a t  th e  o p p o s it io n  in  o rd e r to  
confuse and overwhelm ItT  Should the demand th a t  
opponents answer a g iven  argum ent be h e ld  v a l id ?  I s  
a  p la u s ib le  b u t f a r - f e tc h e d  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f th e  
p ro p o s i t io n  p e rm is s ib le ?  These a re  some o f the  
q u e s tio n *  a r i s in g  over th e  use o f  s t r a t e g ic  dev ices*  
O pinion i s  d iv id ed  cm th e  le g itim a c y  o f some o f the  
* t r lc k s  o f th e  t r a d e ,*
(2) N ec ess ity  o f an a f f i rm a tiv e  p la n . Should 
th e  a f f irm s 'i iv e  liave t o  p r e s e n t 'a  'y ek 'ih ite  p la n  f o r  
a c t io n  lAen uphold ing  a q u e s tio n  o f p o lic y ?  % is  
q u e s tio n  can  s t a r t  an argument w herever deba te  coaches 
and judges a re  g a th e re d , a s  answ ers to  q u e r ie s  on tbe  
p o in t  in d ic a te  op in ion  being d iv id e d  alm oat e q u a lly
i n  th e  au&hor** su rv ey . The g e n e ra l f e e l in g  seems 
to  be *yes* In  h ig h  schoo l d e b a tin g  and "no* In  
c o l le g e  c i r c l e s ;  a g u ess  b e ing  hasardad  m ight say 
th a t  t h i s  la  because h ig h  school s tu d e n ts  can work 
b e t t e r  w ith  som ething d e f in i t e  by way of argum ent, 
w h ile  c o lle g e  s tu d e n ts  can hand le  a b s t r a c t io n s  w ith  
ease* J u s t  how d e ta i le d  a p la n  should  b e , however, 
canno t be dec ided  by those who fa v o r  one,
(3 ) A a lsa io n  p f s tro n p  argum ents* Should a 
team leav e  o u t well-known and pow erfu l argum ents
in  o rd e r  to  c e n te r  i t *  case around a s u rp r is e  a t ta c k ?  
In  o th e r  w ords, should deba te  be fo re  th e  purpose 
o f making c l e a r  bo th  s id e s  o f  a c u r r e n t  im p o rtan t 
i s s u e ,  o r i s  i t  a m atching of w it*  and s k i l l ?
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(b) A k lla re  to  a t ta c k  weak o r I l l o g i c a l  a rg u ­
m enta* Should a team a t ta c k  argum ents which on 
t 'h e i r  very  fa c e  a re  weak and f a l la c io u s ?  Should a 
f a i l u r e  to  a t t a c k  such argum ente be sco red  a g a in s t  
a team? Should week argum ent coun t f o r  a team I f  
n o t a tta c k e d ?  These q u e s tio n s  have met a v a r ie ty  
o f answ ers , w ith  no common se ttle m en t#
(2 ) A c c e p ta b i l i ty  o f p e rso n a l l e t t e r s  a s  
e v id en c e , " %i'6ae who'"A vdr th e  use of p e rso n a l 
l e t t e r s  ae ev idence p o in t  to  the I n i t i a t i v e  and 
work In d ic a te d  by t h e i r  u s e , and argue th a t  such i s  
th e  mark of tn e  su p e r io r  deb a ter#  On th e  o th e r  s id e  
i t  la  p o in te d  ou t th a t  l e t t e r s  g iv e  one s id e  an 
advantage over opponen ts, and th a t  argum ent can  be 
made more even by ex c lu d in g  them* What do y w  th in k ?
(6) N e c e ss ity  o f  a c c e p tin g  th e  a f f i rm a t iv e  
a n a ly s i s # Does th e  a f f i rm a tiv e  have th e  r i g h t  of 
e s ta b l i s h in g  th e  a n a ly s is  o f  a p ro p o s it io n  w ith o u t 
ch a lle n g e ?  While moat coaches and judges tak e  the 
n e g a tiv e  on th i s  q u e s tio n , th e re  1* a v igorous 
m in o r ity  who say th a t  th e  a f f i rm a tiv e  a n a ly s is  must 
s ta n d . In  o rd e r  t o  campahaate f o r  the  g r e a te r  w idth  
o f  s e le c t io n  a v a i la b le  to  n e g a tiv e  argum ent#
(7 ) Use o f  c h a r t s  and Kranha# Are c h a r t s ,  
m aps, and g raphs a c c e p ta b le  f o r  use in  d eb a te?  For­
mer p r a c t ic e  made common use of th e se  h e lp s ,  b u t the 
tre n d  seems to  be toward e n t i r e l y  o ra l  p re se n ta tio n #
At th e  p r e s e n t ,  o p in io n  seems to  be s p l i t  reg a rd in g  
th e  work o f v is u a l  m a te r ia l#
Warni%% to  judges
^ W t  l e t  p e rso n a l e s tim a te  o f  arj^uments 
in f lu e n c e  t^ e  ' d a c 1 s 1 on uniiiuï y * A ct on ly  as a ''mem5er 
'c5̂ '"'the au d ien ce*" Ëven though you may n o t b e lie v e  
th a t  ünempïoÿmen t in su ran ce  w i l l  prove p r a c t i c a l .  I t  
i s  n o t up to  you to  answer the argum ents of th e  a f ­
f irm a tiv e  on th a t  p ro p o s i t io n , th a t  l a  th e  job  o f the  
n eg a tiv e*  You a re  a member of the a u d ie n c e , and must 
d iv o rce  y o u r s e lf  from a l l  p e rso n a l b e l i e f s  u n le s s  i t  
l a  p la in  th a t  th e  e n t i r e  aud ience en jo y s  your view­
p o in t#  In  th a t  e v e n t, i t  i s  n o t th e  argum ent which 
must be scored  a g a in s t ,  b u t th e  f a i l u r e  of th e  d eb a te r*  
to  ad ap t t h e i r  m a te r ia l  to  th e  audience*  An argum ent 
w e ll e s ta b l is h e d  by a  d e b a te r  should  s ta n d  u n le s s  
a tta c k e d  by the  o p p o sitio n *  I t  i s  a poor judge who 
in te rp o s e s  h is  o p in io n  to  meet an argument*
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(2 ) Remember tb a t  ev ery  debate  p re a e n ta  a d l f -  
f i r e n t  problem # L ie te n  always w itb  an open mind#
J u s t  teo au t e one d eba te  was n o t o u tlin e d  the way yew 
bad beard  tb e  a u b je o t b e fo re  doee n o t In d io a te  th a t  
I t  wa* a poor debate#  Saab c o n te a t muat m eet the 
Im m ediate, lo c a l  e i tu a t lo n ;  I t  ebould n o t be fo rc ed  
by you in to  p reconceived  id eaa  o f what i t  abould be# l4
The survey of th e  l i t e r a t u r e  ebowed a  o o n a id e rab le  amount 
o f agreem ent oh th e  f a c to r*  which ehould be tak en  in to  co n s id ­
e r a t io n  by a judge when e v a lu a tin g  a d e b a te .
The empbaela p laced  on c e r t a in  c r i t e r i a  v a r ie d  between 
tex ta*  The wording o f c r i t e r i a  and th e  scope which each 
f a c to r  In c lu d ed  d if f e re d  a lso *  W ithout e x c e p tio n , how ever, 
th e  tex tb o o k s  agreed t h a t  th e  judge*s d e c is io n  ehould be 
baaed upon "which team d id  th e  b e t t e r  d eb a tin g "  and n o t upon 
* tbe m e r it  of the  question**  I t  i s  axlom&tlc th a t  th e  judge 
be u n p re ju d iced  upon th e  q u e s tio n  o r a t  ijWaat ex trem ely  
c a r e f u l  th a t  any p re ju d ic e  be may have be excluded  from h i#  
dec!m l on making»
An e x c e l le n t  summary of th e  p o in ts  of view  ex p ressed  in  
th e  m a jo r i ty  of tex tbooks was found in  Swbaok and Auer*s 
D lacuselon  #nd D ebate;
While judges d i f f e r  in  the r e l a t i v e  Im portance 
they  a s s ig n  to  s u b je c t  m a tte r  and d e l iv e r y ,  and in  
t h e i r  p re fe re n c e  f o r  d i f f e r e n t  types o f ev idence 
and methods of a n a ly s i s ,  they  g e n e ra l ly  ag ree  th a t  
d e c is io n s  should  be based on answers t o  th e se  f iv e  
q u es tio n s*
1* Which team e x c e lle d  in  e f f e c t iv e  p u b lic  
speak ing?
2* Which team made th e  b e t t e r  analy& ls o f 
the  q u es tio n s?
^H olm , o^ , PP* 113-12!^,
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3# Which team wae s u p e r io r  In  au p p o rtln g  
i t #  o*ae w ith  good ev idence end sound 
reaso n in g ?
1*,, M ilch i# # a  wee b e t t e r  a t  a d a p tin g  I t s  
caee to  th a t  of th e  o p p o s itio n ?
lAilch team made th e  b e t t e r  r e b u t t a l  
epeechem fl?
I I  The Ih itra ln ed  Audience
The m a te r ia l  p re v lo u e ly  s e t  f o r th  d e a l t  w ith  an a n a ly a l*  
o f  the  f a c to r*  invo lved  In  th e  though p ro c e ss  o f  r a t i o n a l  
beings*  The em phasis pla ced on r a t l tm a l  th o u g h t by d eb a te  
tex tbook* doe* n o t however, overlook  th e  f a c t  th a t  people 
do n o t  always th in k  r a t io n a l ly *  Bwbank and Auer make th e  
o b se rv a tio n  th a t*
* * ,  men may want to  be r a t i o n a l  c r e a tu r e s ;  
may Indeed th in k  th ey  a r e ;  b u t th e re  la  n o th in g  
which a u to m a tic a lly  com pels men t o  a c t  r a t io n a l*  
ly * ]#
When men do n o t th in k  r a t i o n a l ly  th ey  a re  sa id  to  th in k  
em otiona lly*  Most tex tbook*  l i s t e d  th e  f a c to r s  o f '^ ra tio n a l 
though t"  under A rgum entation and "em otional thought" under 
P ersuasion*
A dolf a i t l e r  s a id  o f au d ien ces  a t  la rg e *
The p eo p le . In  an  overwhelming s ta jo r l ty ,  a re  
so fem in ine  In  t h e i r  n a tu re  and a t t i t u d e  th a t  
t h e i r  a c t i v i t i e s  and th o u g h ts  a re  m o tiv a ted  l e s s  
by so b e r oonsldera tl< m  th an  by f e e l in g  and s e n t i*  
ment*17
^^Henry Lee Ewbank and J .  J e f f e r y  A uer, P lB cusalon  and 
Debate (New York; A p p le to n -C en tu ry -O ro fta , In c* , iM* ec i,,  19$1)
P P rW 3 -4 7 4 .
^^Swbank and A uer, op# o i t .»  p* 39#
^^A dolf H itle r*  Mein Kampf (New York* Houghton M if f l in
Oemnanv* 1. Q'?Ql n.
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T his though t *&8 ex tended  by P o s te r  t o  In c lu d e  tr a in e d  
mind** *But oven men w ith  tr a in e d  mind* f in d  I t  d i f f i c u l t  to  
a c t  In  acco rd  w ith  co n v ic tio n *  when em otion* p u l l  th e  o th e r  
w ay .* l8
The o b se rv a tio n  t h a t  even th e  t r a in e d  judge 1* in f lu e n c e  
ed by p e rau aa lo n  (em o tio n ), wa* tem pered by th l*  abatem ent* 
"The le e *  i n t e l l i g e n t  th e  au d ien ce , th e  g r e a te r  th e  tem pta* 
t lo n  to  r e l y  on p e rau ae lo n * " !^
There appear*  to  be an aaeum ptlon In h e re n t in  th e se  two 
abatem ent* by P o a te r  th a t  th e  in te l l i g e n c e  o f an audience 1* 
aomehow r e la te d  to  i t *  tra in in g #  Thl* aaeum ption appeared  In  
many te x tb o o k * , The w arning wa* g iven  th a t  d eba te  judge* 
make t h e i r  d ec la lo n *  in  term* of argum ent and r a t io n a l  though t 
b u t  aud ience*  te n d  to  r e ly  more on em o tio n a l p e re u a e lo n ,
Behl d esc rib ed  th re e  way* in  w hich aud ience*  come to  
d e c is io n * , He s ta te d *
The g e n e ra l c h a r a c te r i s t i c *  o f an  aud ience  are  
o f  v i t a l  im portance to  th e  a rg u m en ta tiv e  epeaker or 
w rite r#  He should  rea ll% e t h a t ,  in  g e n e ra l ,  person* 
tend to  b e lie v e  what th ey  want to  b e l ie v e ,  t h a t  they  
tend  to  r a t i o n a l i z e ,  and th a t  th e y  ten d  to  r e a c t  to  
su g g e s t!o n . 20
L io n e l C rocker r e in fo rc e d  t h i s  p o s i t io n n â t  l e a s t  In  i t *  
f i r s t  two c a te g o r ie s ,  b u t added "e n te r ta in m e n t"  a s  a th i r d  
ca tegory*
X8W illiam  T ru fan t Poster, A rgum entation and Debate 
(Boston* Houghton M if f l in  Company, 2d* e d , ,  1 9 # ) ,  p ,  231.
^"^Ib id ,. p , 2 3 2 .
^^B ehl, op, c i t . ,  p ,  1 7 6 ,
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S ev e ra l more o r 3e ee obvlowe o b ae rv a tlo n a  on 
th e  aud ience d e c is io n  ehould be made. F i r s t ,  th e  
aud ience i e  l i k e ly  to  be swayed more by em otiona l 
ap p e a la  th a n  by c lo s e  reamoning# To g e t  an aud ience 
to  d iv o rce  i t s e l f  from  whet i t  l ik e e  and d ia l ik e *  
l a  alm ost im p o ss ib le . A gain , th e  aud ience l i k e s  to  
have i t s  own b e l i e f s  handed back to  I t .  I f  th e  
sp e ak e r  want* th e  v o te s  o f the  au d ien ce , he must 
] ( ^ a s e  and e x p re s s  i t *  se n tim e n ts . .  *
Then, to o , th e  aud ience l ik e s  to  be e n te r ­
t a in e d .  The speaker may have to  go o u t o f h i s  way to  
b r in g  in  the  l i g h t  to u c h , th e  d ram atic  to u c h . Humor 
he lp *  r e l ie v e  the  s t r a i n  o f follc% fing an argument*
An i l l u s t r a t i o n  #Ailch make * th e  aud ience  lau g h  and 
a t  th e  same tim i advances th e  «argument i s  a sp le n d id  
to o l  o f p e rsu a s io n  b e fo re  an audience# Sarcasm , w i t ,  
r i d i c u l e ,  c le v e r  sa y in g s  a l l  have t h e i r  p la ce  in  
ta lk in g  to  an  audience* The sp eak er m ust be v iv id .
Make th e  aud ience see  what you a re  say ing*  *
The m a jo r i ty  o f w r i t e r s  in  th e  f i e l d  o f  aud ience  a n a ly s is
d id  n o t  c r e d i t  th e  aud ience w ith  a h ig h  degree o f r a t i o n a l
a b i l i t y ,  Hayworth and C apel fo llo w ed  th i s  tre n d  b u t gave an
e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  s e t  o f c r i t e r i a  id iich  th ey  f e l t  au d ien ces
u se d . The es^h ae i#  her*  d id  n o t r e s t  on em otiona l argum ent
b u t  (m f w r  q u a l i t i e s  o f the  d eb a te r*  them selves#
The A c tu a l B asis  o f  Most In e x p e r t D ec is io n s
U n fo r tu n a te ly , many d eb a te s  a re  judged by those 
who know very  l i t t l e  o f the  te ch n iq u e  o f d e b a te , and 
lA a t th ey  do know may be m is le a d in g . Suoh judge* may 
f r e q u e n t ly  c a s t  t h e i r  b a l lo t*  w ith o u t knowing th e  r e a l  
rea so n s  f o r  t h e i r  d e c is io n * ; having d e c id e d , they  p ro ­
ceed to  f in d  w hatever they  can to  j u s t i f y  t h e i r  d e c is io n . 
I t  pay* to  know th e  a c tu a l  b a s is  of m ost such d e c is io n s ,  
in  o rd e r  to  be p rep ared  f o r  them*
A. A ppearance, I t  i s  im p o ssib le  f o r  any ju d g e , 
even a good c r i t i c ,  to  avoid  being  in f lu e n c e d  by 
th e  appearance o f th e  team s, e s p e c ia l ly  i f  th e re
^^G rocker, cĝ # c i t .* p .  2 0 2 .
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i#  a marked d if fe re n c e  between tb e  two* Tble 
f a c t o r  t n  d e c is io n  l e  j u e t l f l e d  to  aome e x te n t ,  
s in c e  the  appearance of th e  sp eak er la  a m a tte r  
Of some s ig n i f ic a n c e  In  p e rs u a s io n . I t  I s  n o t 
n e c e ssa ry  here to  p re s c r ib e  tb e  k ind  o f c lo th e s  
to  be worn o r ta e  k ind  of b a l r  cu t*  I t  1 * s u f f i ­
c i e n t  to  say  th a t  th e  d e b a te r  shou ld  be w e ll 
d re sse d  w ith o u t having  an a l l - d r e s s e d - u p - f o r -  
8unday appearance* And, more Im p o rtan t y e t ,  he 
abould appear bo th  h o n es t and i n t e l l i g e n t .
When a team w ith  an  u n p rep o sse ss in g  ap p ear­
ance s te p s  on th e  p la tfo rm , b o th  judge and au ­
d ien ce  a re  bound to  r e c e iv e  an  u n fav o rab le  f i r s t  
l ia p r e s s lw .  The danger th a t  c o n fro n ts  an u n c r i t i ­
c a l  judge 1* th a t  he la  th in k in g  o f th e  n e c e s s i ty  
of d e c ld lr^  th e  deba te  from  th e  v e r y  beg inn ing  and 
he may fom aula te  a t e n t a t i v e  c w o lu s lo n  a t  once 
which he l a t e r  seeks to  ju s t i fy *
B* Force* %Lere l a  no doubt t h a t  many In ex ­
p e r t  judges a re  s tro n g ly  in f lu e n c e d  by v igo rous 
sp e a k l%  and g e s tu r e s ,  p rov ided  th ey  a re  n o t c a r ­
r i e d  to o  fa r*  0n th e  o th e r  hand. In  a woman d e ­
b a t e r  such d e l iv e ry  i s  f re q u e n tly  co n s id e red  o f­
fen s iv e *  &ie l a  expected  to  se cu re  em phasis by 
l e s s  d i r e c t  means. A t the  same tim e , even th e  
woman d e b a te r  should  use  more fo rc e  in  d e b a tin g  
th a n  in  alm ost any o th e r  type o f p u b lic  speaking*
0 * Poise* There a re  c e r t a i n  su re  marks o f  
la c k  o f p o is e ,  such a s  r e f e r r in g  to  * th ls  even­
ing*  In  an a f te rn o o n  d e b a te ; say ing  ^ a f f irm a tiv e "  
when N e g a tiv e "  l@ m eant; la c k  o f f lu en cy  in  
ch o ice  o f  w ords; fum bling w ith  c a rd s ;  long  pauses 
f o r  any re a s o n ; lo o k in g  a t  one*s opponents i n ­
s te a d  of a t  th e  au d ie n c e . A peraon  who has judged 
few d eb a te s  l ik e ly  to  be in f lu e n c e d  unduly by much 
t r i v i a l  f a c to r s  w ith o u t b e ih  aware th a t  they  form 
th e  r e a l  b a s is  of h is  d ec is io n *  To a  c e r t a in  
e x te n t ,  however, even a s k i l l f u l  judge w i l l  take 
such  th in g s  In to  c o n s id e ra t io n , because th e  in d iv id ­
u a l  o r th e  team w ith  th e  g r e a te r  p o ise  w i l l  be 
more l ik e ly  to  in f lu e n c e  th e  aud ience  — which l a ,  
o f  c o u rse , th e  u lt im a te  c o n a id e ra t io n ,
D* R e p u ta tio n , I f  f o r  any reaso n  a judge i s  
o f th e  Im pression  th a t  one of th e  teams re p re s e n ts  
a su p e r io r  g roup , he may u n co n sc io u sly  lo o k  fo r  
rea so n s  to  j u s t i f y  a  d e c is io n  fa v o r in g  th a t  side*
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T bis may happen i f  th e  s e n io rs  a re  d eb a tin g  th e  
freshm en , i f  a w e ll - e s ta b l is h e d  l i t e r a r y  s o c ie ty  
1 * d e b a tin g  a new one, i f  a  g r e a t  u n iv e r s i ty  la  
d e b a tin g  a r e l a t i v e l y  em ail c o l le g e ,  o r i f  th e  
son or d au g h ter of a w ell-know n and re sp e c te d  
p e rso n  i s  m eeting  unknown d e b a te r s .  Of co u rse  
t h i s  f a c to r  may a ls o  work in  the  o p p o site  d i r e o -  
t io n - - a  judge may e x p e c t a  *walk-away" by one 
team and f in d  th e  o th e r  team so much b e t t e r  th an  
he had expected  th a t  he g iv e s  th e  d e c is io n  to  
th e m # ^
Bwbank and Auer devoted  a c h a p te r  to  "How In d iv id u a ls
Think" in  t h e i r  book D isc u ss io n  ^nd Debate p u b lish ed  in  19$1*
T h is was a more d e f in i t iv e  approach than  was found in  most
books on th e  su b je c t*  Bot only was i t  w e ll documented as  to
sou rce  of m a te r ia l  b u t  i t  d id  in c lu d e  lo g ic a l  th in k in g  as a
to o l  o f aud ience judgm ent,
Four k ind*  o f thiiUcing were ex p lo re d :
1 a& o tio n a l Behavior# In  t h i s  c a te g o ry  many k inds of
em otiona l s t im u l i  were m entioned , a n g e r , f e a r ,  p i t y ,  d is g u s t ,
e tc ,*  The au tho r*  em phasised th e  p o in t  t h a t  th e se  em otion*
a re  in  no way to  be tak en  as  s e p a ra te  and d i s t i n c t  s t im u li
b u t a s  a *, * ,  s in g le  b a s ic  and d if fu s e d  p a t te r n  o f re sp o n se , *23
I t  i s  f u r th e r  s ta te d  th a t  em otiona l b eh av io r has th e
fo llo w in g  c h a r a c te r i s t i c # :
a .  I t  l a  o f te n  d iso rg a n iz e d  and u n sp ec la li& ed , 
r e f l e c t i n g  a la c k  o f d isc rim lB A tio n  i n  p e rc e p tio n  as 
w e ll a s  in  r e f le e t io n *  Thus the same s tim u lu s  may 
a t  d i r r e r e n t  tim es draw d i f f e r e n t  re sp o n se s , s in c e  
em otiona l b eh av io r la c k s  th e  s p e c ia l iz e d  use of mus­
c le s  and h ig h ly  lo c a l iz e d  te n s io n s  o f I n t e l l e c t u a l  
behavior*  A gain, however, some em otional beh av io r 
may ap p ear to  be c a lc u la te d  and econom ical*
^^Hayworth and C apel, op* c l t * , pp* 3 7 2 -3 7 3  
^%wbank and A uer, o%̂* P# 41#
*
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b* I t  l 8 o f te n  ex ceee lv e  b e h a v io r , in v o lv in g  
more a c t i v i t y  th an  i& e g e c n t la l  f o r  a resp o n se  to  
the s t im u lu s 'c a l l in g  i t  fo r th *  At o th e r  tim e* 
em otion may a c tu a l ly  i n h i b i t  ex c ee s iv e  a c t io n ,  o r 
even make m om entarily  Imposi^lble an) o v e r t a c t io n  
a t  a l l*
c .  I t  I s  u s u a lly  accompanied by an  aroused  
p h y s io lo g ic a l  and p sy c h o lo g ic a l s t a t e ,  r e s u l t in g  
in  t o t a l ,  a l l - in * o n e -p le c e  response*  T his co n d i­
t io n  Is  c h a ra c te r iz e d  by pronounced g la n d u la r  and 
m uscular a c t i v i t y ,  a sensory  aw areness of th e se  
b o d ily  changes, and a m otor s e t  re n d e r in g  th e  in ­
d iv id u a l  cap ab le  o f re a c tin g *
d* I t  1* s u b je c t  to  only l im ite d  c o n t r o l ,  
u s u a l ly  on a e u b c o r t ip a l  l e v e l ,  p ro b ab ly  c e n te r*  
in g  in  th e  th a la m u s * ^
I I  I n t e l l e c t u a l  Behavior* The a u th o rs ,  having d e sc rib e d  
the  em otions, and t h e i r  u n d ire c te d , u n d is c ip lin e d  r o le s  In  
m o tiv a tin g  th e  in d iv id u a l ,  showed t h a t  ** * .  th e  I n t e l l e c t  
i s  a  t in y  speck a f l o a t  on th e  v a s t sea of em otion**22
To g ive  d i r e c t io n  to  em otiona l b e h a v io r , i n t e l l e c t u a l  
b eh av io r i s  c a l le d  in to  play*
When we speak o f i n t e l l e c t u a l  b eh av io r we r e f e r  
to  what i s  a la o  c a l le d  th in k in g *  T h is i s  th e  p ro cess  by 
which man r e f l e c t s ,  in c o rp o ra tin g  and in te g r a t in g  h is  
h a b i t s ,  e x p e r ie n c e s , b e l i e f s ,  and a t t i t u d e s  in to  an 
o rg an ized  whole* When he en co u n te rs  an in d e te rm in a te  
s i t u a t i o n  he seeks to  tra n sfo rm  i t  in to  a  d e te rm in a te  
one* In  th i s  p ro cess  he may an a ly ze  th e  e lem en ts in  
th e  s i t u a t i o n ,  c a l l  upon h is  accu m ila ted  s to c k  of 
knowledge and b e l i e f  to  p rov ide  ways o f m eeting  the 
problem , sp e c u la te  abou t the p ro b ab ly  r e s u l t s  o f each 
a l t e r n a t i v e ,  and f i n a l l y  make a choice*  Kan u n d ertak es  
th e se  I n t e l l e c t u a l  p ro cesse s  w ith  v a ry in g  d eg rees  of 
r a t io n a l i t y *  B u t, g e n e ra l ly ,  man w ants to  be r a t io n a l*  
In d eed , th e  S to ry  o f man*s e d u c a tio n , m a tu ra tio n , and 
developm ent m ight be w r i t te n  In  term s o f h ie  e f f o r t s  to  
develop  in c re a s in g ly  I n t e l l e c t u a l  p a t t e r n s  of behavior*^*
^ ^ Ib id * . p* !:3,
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III Habltu&l B&havlor,
Wbea an In d iv id u a l baa mada a s a t i s f a c to r y  ad­
ju stm en t to  a  s i t u a t i o n  tb rougb  an  am otiix ial o r an  
I n t e l l e c t u a l  re sp o n se , or a com bination  o f tbem , and 
b as  re p e a te d  tb e  re sp o n se  many tim es in  s im ila r  sitR i- 
é t io n s ,  be ten d s to  develop  * p a t te r n  o f h a b i tu a l  
b e h a v io r . The h a b i tu a l  response  i s  thus a c q u ire d , 
or& aniaed, and p a t te r n e d .  Many o f d a i ly  a c ts  a re  
"from  fo rc e  o f h a b i t , "  and I t  i s  w e ll ,  f o r  we can 
th u s  do ro u t in e  th in g s  w ithou t expending em otiona l 
o r i n t e l l e c t u a l  en e rg y . H ab its  have been d e sc rib ed  
as being  th e  r e s id u e s  o f em o tiona l and i n t e l l e c t u a l  
r e a c t io n s ;  as  they become more s e t ,  l e s s  o f  t h e i r  
o r ig in a l  em otiona l or i n t e l l e c t u a l  c h a ra c te r  i s  
a p p a re n t.
For th e  In d iv id u a l ,  * » *, however w e l l - e s ta b ­
l i s h e d  h a b i tu a l  b eh a v io r r e s u l t s  in  s a t i s f y in g  ad­
ju s tm en ts  to  f a m i l ia r  s i t u a t i o n s .  Our b a s ic  d e s i r e s ,  
w an ts , and i n t e r e s t s  swy be served  a s  w a ll by h a b i ts  
u a l  as  by em otiona l a r i n t e l l e c t u a l  b e h a v io r ,2 ?
lY  K on-Bogical T h in k in g , Dhder t h i s  c a te g o ry , seven
s u b d iv is io n s  were made. I t  was i n t e r e s t i n g  to  n o te  th a t  maJi^
au th o r*  r e s t r i c t e d  aud ience th in k in g  to  t h i s  a re a  a lo n e ,
A, We Tend to  Think in  Randtm Faahim i 
("Day-dream ing* o r "haphasard  i n t e l l e c t u a l  
a c t i v i t y  la c k in g  b o th  p a t te r n  and p e r s i s t e n c e ," )2 8
B, We Tend to  H a tio n a lia e*
T h is mode o f n o n - lo g ic a l  th in k in g  may be de 
f in e d  a s  th e  p ro c e ss  of a l le g in g  r a t i o n a l  m otives 
and argum ents t o  j u s t i f y  our n o n - r a t lo n a l ,  o r  non- 
lo g ic a l  b e l i e f s  and d e s ire s* # ?
0 ,  We Tend to  Oonfuse D esire  and C onviction*
"We tend  to  b e l ie v e  th a t  which we w ish to  
believe*"3D
27 lb id . .  p ,  44
^ % i d * . p , 45 
29 lb id .
P* 48
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D. W* Tend to  be S ug g eetlb le*
"« * * tendency to  a c c e p t u n v a lid a te d  and 
u n in v e s tig a te d  a*b ertlo n * * 3 1
E* We Tend to  Succumb to  P a r e w a l  Appeals*
*# ,  .  Im plied  f l a t t e r y  of th e  re a d e r  or 
l i s t e n e r .  In s te a d  o f lo g le ," 3 2
P* We Tend to  A ccept Specious Arguments*
"* * , argum ents which a re  in  them selves 
in c o n s is ta n t  and I l l o g i c a l ,  o r  argum ents 
which a re  n o t supported  by adequate  e v l -  
denoe**33
G, WA Tend to  I g n o re In te l le c W a l  Appeals#
** # * e s p e c ia l ly  i f  they  en co u n te r  our 
r a t i o n a l i s a t i o n s  o r d e s i r e s #"34
V lo g ic a l  Thinking# (R e f le c tiv e  th in k in g )
The a u th o rs  ex p la in ed  th a t  r e f l e c t i v e  th in k in g  la  "* * *
th e  cap sto n e  le v e l  o f i n t e l l e c t u a l  a c t iv i ty *  * ,*
R e f le c t iv e  thought 1# " a c t iv e ,  p e r s i s t e n t  and 
c a r e f u l  c o n s id e ra t io n  of any b e l i e f  o r  supposed form 
o f knowledge In  the l i g h t  o f th e  grounds th a t  sup*» 
p o r t  I t  and th e  f u r th e r  co n c lu s io n s  to  which i t  
tends**  And th e  f u m t io n  o f r e f l e c t i v e  th o u g h t I s  
" to  tra n s fo rm  a s i t u a t io n  In  which th e re  I s  ex p e r­
ien ced  o b s c u r i ty ,  d o u b t, c o n f l i c t ,  d is tu rb a n c e  o f 
some s o r t ,  in to  a s i t u a t i o n  th a t  i s  c l e a r ,  c o h e re n t, 
s e t t l e d ,  harmwhlous#* Thus we a re  concerned w ith  
th e  though t p ro ce ss  which o r d in a r i ly  ta k e s  p la c e  
»dien we a re  aware o f a d i f f i c u l t y ,  o r face  a problem , 
and a tte m p t to  work ou t a s a t i s f a c to r y  p r a c t i c a l  
so lu tio n *  We a re  no t concerned w ith  n o n - lo g lc a l
^ ^ Ib ld * . p . 49
^ ^ I b ld , , P* $ 0
3 ^ Ib ld .* p . ^1
^ s m > . p . ^2
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p ro cess* * , b u t w ith  d e l ib e r a te  and p u rp o se fu l problem* 
s o lv in g ,
M an's a b i l i t y  t o  th in k  o u t th e  t r u t h ,  to  f in d  
a s o lu t io n  f o r  h is  p rob lem s. In s te a d  o f hav ing  to  
work them ou t on a t r la l* a n d * e r r o r  b a s i s ,  i s  p re ­
c io u s ,  b u t i t  can a ls o  be te d io u s*  This f a c t  may 
be q u i te  a s  im p o rtan t a s  %%r te n d e n c ie s  toward 
r a t i o n a l i s a t i o n  and o th e r  forms o f n o n * lo g lc a l 
th in k in g  in  e x p la in in g  our avoidance o f  r e f l e c t i v e  
th in k in g , Y et i f  we a re  to  so lv e  th e  prbblam# which 
c o n fro n t us in  our in c re a s in g ly  complex s o c ie ty  we 
m ust be willing!: to  ta c k le  th o se  problem s <w a m ature 
r e f l e c t i v e  b as is*  We m ust, in  s h o r t ,  tak e  tim e to  
t h in g ,35
By way o f e x p la in in g  th e  modus o p eran d i o f L o g ica l 
T h in k in g , th e  s u b je c t  was d iv id ed  In to  f iv e  s te p s :
f i r # t  s te p  in  lo g ic a l  th ln k li%  i s  
to  be aware o f the  e x is te n c e  o f a problem .
2* The second s te p  In  lo g ic a l  th in k in g  i s  
th e  lo c a t io n  and d e f in i t io n  o f th e  problem*
3 ,  %te th i r d  s te p  in  l o g ic a l  th in k in g  I s  
th e  su g g e s tio n  o f p o s s ib le  s o lu t io n s  f o r  th e  
p rob lem ,
d tep  i s  a n a tu r a l  coneequeno# 
of th e  l a s t :  th e  r a t i o n a l  e la b o ra t io n  o f th e  
so lu ti< m s which have been su g g e s te d ,
5 # f i f s t e p  in  lo g ic a l  th in k in g  i s
expeij'^L.entatlon o r t e s t in g  which w i l l  le a d  to  
v e r i i i o a t l o n  o r r e j e c t i o n  o f th e  s o lu t io n  s e le c te d  
in  th e  pM ceding  p h a se s , 36
B aird  d id  n o t s t a t e  any c r i t e r i a  by which au d ien ces make
d e c is io n s  b u t  he d id  l i s t  " su g g es tio n "  and "c o n tra su g g e s tio n "
a s  a means o f swaying the l i s t e n e r s .
Method# o f S uggestion
In  g e n e ra l ,  when in h ib i t io n s  a re  avoided  o r  removed, 
the use of su g g es tio n  i s  p o s s ib le .  Do n o t h u r t
p ,  S3 
^ ; M d *. pp;
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your argument by f a t a l  adm iaeiona or by t&* av o id ­
ance of ideae  fa v o ra b le  to  your cauae* B qually  Im­
p o r ta n t  I s  i t  to  remove ird i ib i t io n a  obv loualy  in  
th e  minde o f tbe h ea re re*
P o s i t iv e ly ,  tb e  touch ing  o f f  o f  any response*  
i n  oonfoM iity  w ith  th e  I n t e r e s t s  of tbe  aud ience  
w i l l  c o n tr ib u te  t o  th e  r i g h t  a c t io n .  Appeal* to  
e x p e r ie n c e ,to  th e  f a c t  t h a t  th e  th in g  suggested  
has a lre a d y  been a c c e p te d , o r  t h a t  a u th o r i ty  
approves i t ,  w i l l  a la o  im press the l i s t e n e r *
R e p e ti t io n  1* one o f th e  most obvious means o f 
su g g estio n *  Ism gery 1» a n o th e r . S t i l l  a n o th e r  i s  
th a t  o f th e  speakar*s a p p e a lin g  p e r s o n a l i ty  and 
s tro n g  m en ta lity *  U p rig h tn e ss , ca lm ness, a g re s e iv e -  
n e s s ,  e a m e s tn a a a , m odesty , t a c t ,  d ig n i ty ,  humor, 
broadm indedness, and s im ila r  q u a l i t i e s  im press and 
le n d  g r e a t  w eight to  the  argument* The use o f th e  
Im pulse to  im ita te  i s  s t i l l  an o th e r means* A rousing 
v iv id  m ental p ic tu r e s  o f the aud ience engaged in  the  
a c t io n  d e s ire d  w i l l  ten d  to  le a d  them to  assume th e  
p o s i t io n  suggested*
At tim es c o n tra su g g e s tlo n  i s  e f f e c t i v e ,  by 
w hich i s  m eant th e  r e a c t io n  to  su g g e s tio n  in  *6 a t  
i s  supposed to  be the o p p o site  way to  th a t  in tended*  
"Don^t su p p o rt th e  team,*^ or *8 tay  away from the 
game,** o r ^Don*t i n t e r e s t  v o u rc e lf  in  t h i s  problem ,* 
w i l l  sometimes have j u s t  th e  o p p o site  e f f e c t#  Gon- 
tr a s u g g e a tio n  i s  o f te n  a p p lie d  to  th o se  peop le who 
d e s i r e  d i s t i n c t io n  o r who a re  determ ined  to  r e s i s t  
th e  p re s su re  o f p u b lic  opinion* Speech sym bols, 
of c o u rs e , have a  profound su g g es tiv e  fo rc e  e i t h e r  
i n  e s ta b l i s h in g  a tendency  to  respond  to  an id e a  o r 
in  touch ing  o f f  th e  f i n a l  re sp o n se *37
Kot a l l  a u th o rs  ag reed  th a t  au d ien ces  a re  p r im a r ily
swayed by emotion# K lcho ls and Baccus s ta te d  th a t*  *Kost
peop le r e s e n t  such ap p e a ls  to  # a ln  b e l i e f  as  an i n s u l t  to
t h e i r  in t e l l i g e n c e .  They r e q u ir e  th a t  b e l i e f s  be baaed upon
f a c t s ,  ev id en ce , p ro o f , t r u t h ;  and th ese  th in g s  a re  th e
s p e c i f ic  grounds of argum entation**^^
^7B a ird , c i t * . pp* 26?'*266*
R ioho ls and Baccua, pp* c i t .* p . 1 0 ,
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The seme a u th o r* , wb@n d iecu ee in g  aud ience  d e c ia lo n e ,
sa id*
(The aud ience d e e le io n )  .  . # l è  a  f a i l u r e  when 
th e  d e e la lo n  I s  re q u ire d  on the  tech n iq u e*  o f 
deb a tin g *  Audience* do n o t u n d era tan d  d e b a tin g  
ru le  e and p rocedu re  v ery  w a ll and a re  n o t u e u a lly  
in te r e a te d  in  te c h n ic a l  a a t te ra # 3 9
I t  can  be aeen frw a th ia  su rvey  th a t  th e re  wae f a r  le a e  
agreem ent on th e  c r i t e r i a  ueed b\ aud ience*  in  making d e c is io n *  
In  deba te  th a n  th e re  was on th e  c r i t e r i a  used by t r a in e d  
judges*
The m a jo r i ty  o f au th o r*  c r e d i te d  th e  aud ience  w ith  l i t t l e  
r a t i o n a l  a b i l i t y  and m ain ta in ed  th a t  em otion wa* t h e i r  prim e 
c r i t e r i a *  In  th e  m in o rity  were those  who b e lie v e d  th a t  
au d ien ces  a re  swayed by lo g ic a l  argum ent and f a c t* .
E xperim en ta l a tu d le*  d e a lin g  w ith  aud ience  th in k in g  in  
term* o f  d eb a te  appeared  to  be n o n * e x i* te n t.
3 9 lb id . .  p .  82
OSAPTBR I I I  
fbe  Method
The o r ig in e l  p la n  was to  re c o rd  a debate  on tape and 
have awdlenoe* and judge* d ec ide  from tb le  one eample which 
te a *  had done th e  b e t t e r  deb a tin g *  S ev era l o b je c tio n *  were 
r a le e d  to  th l*  plan*
1 . The aud ience and judge* would n o t be su p p lied  w ith  
v ia u a l  cue* n o rm ally  p re s e n t In  c o n te a t  deba ting*
2* The u n tra in e d  aud ience would f in d  d i f f i c u l t y  In  
det*rmlni%% id iich  epeaker waa ta lk in g  on which a id e  o f the 
q u es tio n *
3 * The reco rd ed  debate  would be a ty p ic a l  o f c o n te e t  
d e b a tin g  and would th e re fo re  n u l l i f y  the  r e e u l te  o f  the  
a tu d y ,
The advantage* o f euoh a method were tw o-fo ld*  The 
f i r a t  advan tage la y  in  overcoming th e  la c k  o f la rg e  aud lencee 
a t  d eb a te  tournam ent* . Sm all groups# or even in d iv id u a l  
l i s t e n e r *  could  be ob ta in ed  to  e v a lu a te  the d eb a te  and th e  
r e s u l t s  t o t a l l e d  to  p ro v id e  one la rg e  audience* The second 
advan tage was th a t  a reco rd ed  debate  could be uaed to  a a c e r*  
t a i n  th e  amount of agreem ent between t r a in e d  judges# an 
in t e r e s t i n g  s id e l ig h t  to  a s tudy  o f th i s  kind#
The d isad v an tag es  to  th e  reco rd ed  debate  were f e l t  to  
outw eigh th e  advantages and th e  reco rd ed  d eb a te  waa dropped 
from c o n s id e ra t io n .
Ince th e  purpose o f th e  atudy was to  , , determ ine
3S
th #  amount o f agreem ent between t r a in e d  and u n tra in e d  judge* 
when aw arding d ec is io n *  in  c o l le g e  d e b a te ,"  tb e  d e c la lo n  was 
i&ade to  g a th e r  ex p e rim en ta l d a ta  from a c tu a l  d eb a te  s i tu a tio n # *  
For th l a  purpoae th e  19^6 Annual Morthweat Tau Kappa Alpha 
Speech Toumaxwnt we# ueed#
The 19^8 Aimual Tau Kappa Alpha Speech Tournament 
Thle tournam ent wa* h e ld  May l * t  th rough  3r d ,  a t  Montana 
S ta te  D n lv a ra l ty , M laaou la , M ontana, and wae p a r t i c ip a te d  In  
by a tu d en t#  and t h e i r  ooache# from te n  a ta te e *  Even though 
th l#  wa# an i n t e r e t a t e  c o n te a t  th e  u su a l problem  o f g e t t in g  
audience*  wa# experienced*  S ince com pulaory a tten d a n ce  by 
e tu d en ta  would tend  to  n eg a te  th e  w orth o f  t h e i r  judgm ent, 
v o lu n te e r  audience# were eought#
The#* audience# c c n a la te d  o f u n d erg rad u a te  c o l le g e  s tu ­
d e n t# , They were c a r e f u l ly  sc reen ed  a# to  d eb a te  ex p e rien ce  
and t r a in in g  In  argum entatlw i#  Mo b a l lo t#  were in c lu d ed  In  
th e  ex p e rim en ta l f in d in g #  th a t  were c a s t  by a tu d en t#  w ith  
t r a in in g  In  e i t h e r  o f th e se  two s u b je c t# , w hether In  c o lle g e  
o r h ig h  school*
The audience waa aaked to  f i l l  ou t t h e i r  b a l lo t#  g iv in g  
a d e c is io n  on th e  fo llo w in g  b a s i s :
" In  my o p in io n , the b e t t e r  d eb a tin g  wa# done 
by: AFFIRMATIVE NEGATIVE
(Do n o t In d ic a te  a t i e —p le a s e  c i r c l e  on ly  one*)"
None o f th e  audience#  wa# uaed In  debate#  where th e i r  
own schoo l p a r t ic ip a te d *  T h is  war done a# a  sa feg u ard  a g a in s t
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p re ju d ic e  d e tr im e n ta l to  good at& ndarde of judgment* No 
o th e r  q u e s tlo n e  concern ing  th e  deba te  were aeked o f th e  un­
t r a in e d  audience*
The judgee were c a r e f u l ly  careened  t o  In eu re  t h a t  th ey  
met th e  c r i t e r i o n  o f " tr a in e d  judge" d e f in e d  in  C hap ter I ;
** .  * th o se  judgec w ith  f i t e  o r  more y e a rs  ex p erien ce  in  te a c h ­
in g  d eb a te  on the  c o lle g e  l e v e l  as  a p a r t  o f  t h e i r  te ac h in g  
p o s i t io n  in  the  speech departm en t o f a c o l le g e  o r u n iv e rs i ty * "  
Each judge wa* asked to  award th e  d e c is io n  to  the team 
t h a t  d id  th e  b e t t e r  debating*
The judges were a ls o  asked to  r a t e  th e  teams in  term s of 
s k i l l  in  d eb a tin g  on th e  fo llo w in g  scale*
B u p e riw




T h is  was done to  g e t  a measure of the  c lo se n e s s  o f the  debate* 
Only those  d eb a tes  w ith  an aud ience o f te n  o r more p eo p le , 
n o t in c lu d in g  th e  t r a in e d  ju d g e , were used as  a b a s is  o f study#
CmPTER IV 
F ind ings o f th e  Experim ent
An&lyel# of th e  Audience**
$en debate*  had a s u f f i c i e n t  aud ience u n tra in e d  in  d eb a te  
to  be deemed u s e fu l  to  t h i s  s tu d y  (l* e*  an  au d ien ce  o f te n  o r 
m ore)*
The aud ience  c o n s is te d  of 23# fem ales and 77# m ales#
The average age was 21*4 y*er**
An A n a ly s is  by c o lle g e  c l a s s  showed*
Fre shmen* ##*#*###*$# *4 1 *
Sophomore w .. . .* * * .*  **24*
J u n i o r # * . *, . *17*2#
S e n io r* * ,**$##»*,*,**16#4#
62*3# had t r a in in g  in  p u b lic  speaking#
%f*me had t r a in in g  in  A rgum entation o r  Debate* e i t h e r  in
a ig h  School o r College#
122 b a l lo t s  were c a s t  by th e  audiences#
Table I  
Audience Vote
T o w i A ffirm .
Debate B a llo t#  a t iv e  a t iv e  Vote a t iv e  a t lv e  & aud ience
1 10 4 6 Keg# Good E x ce l. 60*0#
2 12 8 4 Aff# Excel# F a ir  66#6^
3 11 2 9 Keg# Good Sup. 81 .6^
4  11 4 7 W ,  P a ir  Excel# 6 3 . 6^
5 12 4 8 Keg. F a i r  Excel* 66 .6 ^I % % % Y&
8 12 s  7 K»g* Excel# Excel# $8*3:(
9 10 8 2 Aff# Excel# F a ir  80#0^
10 10 S 5̂  Keg# Excel# Gup. $ 0 .(^
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81x d i f f e r e n t  e e te  o f teem r e t ln g e  were glvem by th e  
jud^e* . Theee appear l a  T able I* The judge* were aeked to  
r a t e  th e  temme a& cordlng to  th e  fo llo w in g  aeale*
S u p e rio r




When th e  p e rcen tag e  of aud ience  agreem ent wae H a te d  In  
a  co lW n  l a  deacendlng  o rd e r  of agreem ent and compared w ith  
th e  ju d g ea ' team ra t in g #  th e  fo llo w in g  o rd e r  baeame ev id en t*
T able I I
(P e rcen tag e  o f  Audience Agreement to  Judge#* R a tin g # )
Debate Bo* Audience Agreement Judge#* R ating#
6 1 0 0 ,0  # S u p e r io r  -  Poor
3 8 1 ,8  * S u p e r io r  * Good
9 8 0 ,0  2 E x c e lle n t  » P a ir
? 71 .4  * E x c e lle n t  * Good
2 66*6  # E x c e lle n t * P a ir
5 66* 6  # E x c e lle n t  * P a ir
k 63*6  # E x c e lle n t -  P a ir
1 6 0 ,0  # E x c e lle n t -» Good
8 58 ,3  * E x c e lle n t » E x c e lle n t
10 50*0 * E x c e lle n t * S u p e rio r
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A ta b le  of tb e  t o t a l  b a l lo t*  o a e t compared w ith  t&e 
judges* d e c is io n  showed*
Table I I I
T o ta l B a l lo ts A greeing w ith D isag ree in g P e rcen t o f t o t a l
O ast th e  judge w ith  judge agreem ent
122 86 36 70*4
CHAPIKR V 
E v a lu a tio n  and Conolualon*
I t  l a  e v id e n t t h a t  to  make a  judgment acme b a a le  fo r  
e v a lu a t in g  the  f a c to r*  Invo lved  muat be p reaen t*
In  th e  survey  o f th e  l i t e r a t u r e  a g r e a t  d e a l o f ag ree*  
ment was found a s  to  what k inds o f c r i t e r i a  th e  deba te  judge 
ehould u se  In  e v a lu a tin g  debate* Meet a u th o rs  agreed  th a t  
a rg u m en ta tio n  and debate  s k i l l  shou ld  be s t r e s s e d  and th a t  
m notlonal argum ente only should be ueed to  r e in f o r c e  lo g ic  
and ev id e n ce . Very l i t t l e  em phasis wa# p laced  on em otion a# 
an Im p o rtan t e lem ent o f th e  debate which th e  judge ehould 
e v a lu a te*
On the o th e r  hand* au d ien ces u n tra in e d  In  a rg u iw n ta tlo n  
and d eb a te  were h e ld  by th e s e  same au th o rs  a s  th in k in g  la rg e *  
i y  In  term s o f em otion and a# hav ing  very  l i t t l e  r a t i o n a l  
a b i l i ty *
In  th e  experim ent dlmouseed in  the two p re v io u s  ch ap te rs*  
t r a in e d  debate  judge* and u n tra in e d  audience#  had a r a th e r  
h ig h  p e rcen tag e  o f agreem ent. This agreem ent ranged from 
100# In  Debate No, 6  to  $0# In  Debate No, 10 ,
At no tim e d id  an  u n tra in e d  audience show a c o n tra ry  
op in io n  to  th a t  o f th e  t r a in e d  judge* At l e a s t  ^0# o f each 
aud ience wa# In  accord  w ith  the  tr a in e d  ju d g e . As a g lance 
a t  th e  ta b le #  in  C h ap ter IV w i l l  show, only  two d eb a te s  had 
an aud ience*judge agreem ent o f le s e  th an  60# .
The judges* r a t in g  s c a le  when compered w ith  the  porcen*
1̂ 1
ta g e  of agM emant o f th e  Audience (Table I I )  showed th& t, in  
g e n e ra l ,  th e  c lo s e r  th e  deba te  th e  low er th e  p e rcen tag e  o f 
aud ience agreem ent* The g r e a te r  th e  d i s p a r i ty  in  perform ance 
betw een c o n te s ta n t* , th e  l e a s  room f o r  doubt as to  who won* 
There w ere, how ever, two n o ta b le  ex cep tio n *  to  th i s  g e n e ra l­
iz a t io n *  Debate No* 7 gave a h ig h e r  aud ience agreem ent than  
m ight be expected  and D ebate No# 10 a  low er one* In  Debate 
No* 6 the  judge r a te d  b o th  team* ^E x ce llen t*  and th e  aud ience 
agreed  as  to  which team won by a 58*3#^ m a jo rity *  I n  Debate 
No* 10 th e  judge r a te d  one team * E x c e lle n t,*  the  o th e r  
^ S u p e r io r ,"  y e t  th e  audience s p l i t  # 0  -  # 0  on the  d e c is io n .
In  th l*  r e g a rd , r a t in g  Bcale* a re  n o to r lo u a ly  In a c c u ra te  
a s  many s tu d ie s  have shown* Bernard Garp s t a t e d %
In  s p i t e  o f a l l  a t te m p ts  to  w eigh, t e s t ,  d e f in e  
i t s  te rm s , o b ja c t i f y  th e  c r i t e r i a ,  and o th e rw ise  
s ta n d a rd iz e  th e  p ro c e d u re s , speech r a t in g  s c a le s  
a re  I n  f a c t  t e s t s  of th e  judge** own a c u i ty  and 
speech a tan d ard a  r a th e r  th an  an o b je c tiv e  r a t in g  of 
th e  examlnee*4 v
F or th e  purposes o f  th l#  s tu d y  a r a t in g  s c a le  was used  
only to  t e l l  the  o lo se n ess  o f the debate* No a ttem p t was 
j&ade to  draw o th e r  s t a t i s t i c a l  d a ta  from t h i s  k ind  o f e v id ­
ence* O b serv a tio n  r e v e a l s ,  how ever, t h a t  in  6 case#  o u t of 
10  th e  r e l a t i v e  c lo se n e ss  o f th e  d eb a te  a* seen  by th e  judge 
appeared  to  have been born ou t by th e  audience*
^^B ernard  C arp , ^  Study In f lu e n c in g  ^  P e r s o n a l i ty
F ac to rs  in  Speech Judgment# (new R b o k e l l e / l V . . The Ï ,ib 5 e "
fp *  TI6*
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In  v l# v  o f th e  low o p in io n  toward aud ience g t h a t  moat 
w r i te r s  on d eb a te  have e x h ib i te d ,  th e  n o tin g  of the  r a th e r  
h ig h  p e ro en tag ee  o f aud ience agreem ent found In  t h i s  exper*  
Im ent became I n te r e s t in g ,  C e r ta in ly  no r e f u t a t i o n  o f the  
au tho r*  quoted waa In tended  In  t h i s  d iaouaalon*  Too many 
p o e e l b l l l t l e a  were l e f t  unexplored  to  w arran t auoh a p o s it io n #  
Some o f th eae  p o a a l b l l l t l e a  were enum erated In  *8ugge8 t lo n #  
fo r  f u r th e r  study#*
^ o n c lu a lo n . Ae was s ta te d  in  C hap ter I ,  moat c o lle g e  
d e b a tin g  le  done b efo re  an aud ience o f im e, namely the 
t ra in e d  d eb a te  judge# One purpose o f th le  s tudy  wae to  
determ ine w hether th l*  kind  o f judge l a  a ty p ic a l  o f audience*  
in  g en e ra l#  Due to  th e  l lm l ta t i a n a  impoaed by th e  extrem e 
d i f f i c u l t y  o f g e t t in g  aud iences f o r  c o lle g e  d e b a te , only  
c o l le g e  aud iences were used#
The f in d in g s  In  th le  experim en t re v e a le d  th # t  the  
t r a in e d  judge wae n o t a ty p ic a l  o f c o lle g e  aud iences#  Regard* 
le e s  o f  th e  c r i t e r i a  of judgment u se d , b o th  aud ience and judge 
showed no c o n tra ry  opinion*# In  seven deb a te*  more th an  6 (#  
of th e  aud ience  ag reed  w ith  the  judge# In  e ig h t  ca se s  ou t of 
te n ,  th e  more c lo s e ly  matched the  teams th e  more tendency  
th e re  wae f o r  th e  audience to  s p l i t  i t s  vote#
The system  now in  vogue i n  deba te  tournam ent* d isa llo w s  
any t i e  d ec is io n * #  Even I f  b o th  team s a re  p e r f e c t ly  m atched, 
n e i th e r  g a in in g  an  edge on the o th e r ,  the tr a in e d  judge Is
^ 3
re q u ire d  to  g iv e  th e  d e c la lo n  to  on ly  one team* An even 
numbered a u d ie n c e , n o t a llow ed to  c o n fe r  b e fo re  aw arding tbe 
d e c is io n , can  have no auch r e s t r i c t i o n *  The p o a a lb i l l t y  
e x i s ta  t h a t  a * t le "  d eb a te  would a p l l t  the  au d ien ce  $ 0  * #0 * 
I t  l a  e q u a lly  p o s s ib le  th a t  an au d ien ce  g iv in g  a d e c la lo n  
baaed on th e  f l ip p in g  of co lna  would ren d e r a $ 0  * $ 0  d e c i­
s io n .  In  a  c lo se  deba te  the  aud ience m ight w e ll be u s in g  a 
c r i t e r i o n  abou t as  r e l i a b l e  a s  f l ip p in g  a co la*  For th a t  
m a tte r ,  so  m igh t a t r a in e d  ju d g e , though m ost would be 
lo a th e  to  adm it I t*
The f in d in g s  re v e a le d  by t h i s  experim ent showed th a t  
au d ien ces tended to  ag ree  w ith  tr a in e d  judges more th en  
they  d isa g re e d  and th a t  th e  more unevenly m atched th e  team s, 
th e  h ig h e r  th e  amount of agreem ent betw een au d ien ce  a%%& 
jadge*
S u g g estio n s  f o r  f u r th e r  s tu d y * The au d len cee  used In  
t h i s  s tu d y  had sckw i n t e r e s t  In  debate*  The amount o f ag ree*  
ment betw een aud ience and judge when deba te  I s  h e ld  b e fo re  
c la s e e s  on a n o n -v o lu n ta ry  b a s is  could  c o n s t i tu t e  a problem  
fo r  f u r th e r  study*
Audiences w ith o u t c o lle g e  background co u ld  e n te r  an o th e r 
f a c e t  to  th e  f in d in g s*  U n ivers1t i e a  w ith  e x te n s io n  programs 
of d e b a te , where th e  d e b a te rs  g iv e  d em o n stra tio n  d e b a te s  to  
la y  au d ien c e s , could  se rv e  a* an e x c e l le n t  p rov ing  ground fo r  
such an experim ent* A reh ea rsed  debate  where each s id e  ueed 
a d i f f e r e n t  app ro ach , one team em phasizing lo g ic  and th e
a
o th e r  emotion* m ight g iv e  a c l e a r  c u t  p ic tu r e  o f  how audience 
o p in io n  i s  a c tu a l ly  awayed*
An experim en t dealgned  to  throw l i g h t  on how audience*  
e v a lu a te  d e b a te , what c r i t e r i a  th ey  th in k  Im p o rtan t, in c lu d ­
in g  an a n a ly a la  of t h e i r  reaaoha fo r  v o tin g  a& they  d id ,  
m ight do much to  a e t t l e  th e  q u e s tio n  o f w hether audience* 
a re  capab le  o f r a t i o n a l  judgment*
In  th e  su rvey  o f th e  l i t e r a t u r e  each a u th o r  e tre a a e d  
^ e  judge** auppoaed emphaai* on a rg u m en ta tio n  and debate  
te c h n iq u e . An experim ent to  determ ine th e  way judge* a c tu a l ­
ly  dec ide  which team  won could  take t h i s  s p e c u la t io n  away 
from  th e  f i e ld  o f u n a u b a ta n tla te d  aesum ptlon  and e i t h e r  con­
f irm  or deny i t  w ith  acme ex p erim en ta l evidence*
More e x p e rim e n ta tic n  o f th e  type used i n  th i s  atudy* 
u t i l i s i n g  la r g e r  aud iencea and o th e r  tc u m am sn te , over a  
lo n g e r  p e r io d  of tim e would be h e lp fu l  to  e v a lu a te  th e  
aud ience  -  judge agreem ent fa c to r*
More a tu d ie a  designed  to  d isc o v e r  what judges f e e l  a re  
im p o rta n t c r i t e r i a  in  debate  m ight h e lp  a* a b a s is  to  g e t t in g  
more u n if ie d  judg ing  in  th i s  f i e l d ,
G ertrude  Johnson p o in te d  o u t;
To a r r iv e  a t  an  agreem ent as to  th e  judg ing  o f 
any c o n te s t ,  speech or o th e rw ise , demands th a t  th e re  
be an  u n d e rs ta n d in g  o f the o b je c t iv e s  o f  th e  c o n te s t  
and a  knowledge o f th e  elem ents which made the## 
o b je c tiv e s  p o s s ib le  o f  a tta in m en t* # *
^ ^ e r t r u d e  E, Johnson , "Extemporaneous Reading C o n te s ts ; 
Judging Ihem ," W isconsin High School P o re n s ic  A sso c ia tio n *  
Mimeographed pasq)hlet*
Th* Im portance of dev e lo p in g  a u n if ie d  c r i t e r i a  of 
d eba te  l a  l l l u a t r a t e d  by Thorpe#
The judgment m uat, in  o rd e r to  be r e l i a b l e ,  be 
baaed on aome owmon u n i t  of meaaurement th a t  w i l l  
aa f a r  aa p o s s ib le  p ro v id e  unan im ity  amon# judges 
o f  d iv e rse  vi*w »,42
In  l i g h t  o f  th e  above s ta te m e n t, an  i n t e r e s t i n g  atudy 
cou ld  be baaed on a s c e r ta in in g  th e  amount o f agreem ent be* 
tw een t r a in e d  judge# when aw arding d e c is io n #  in  debate#
The Im pw tance o f good judg ing  to  th e  whole f i e l d  o f 
c o m p e titiv e  speech was p o in te d  o u t by O 'B e ill#
The d eo ia io n e  to  be rendered#  * # a re  o f  g r e a t  
im portance# O o rre c t d eo ie io n e  w i l l  en ab le  th le  work 
to  serve  a r e a l l y  s ig n i f i c a n t  e d u c a tio n a l end* I n ­
c o r r e c t  d e c is io n s ,  d e c is io n s  ren d ered  upon im proper 
g rounds, may *o p e rv e r t  th e  whole a c t i v i t y  t h a t  th e  
t o t a l  r e s u l t  w i l l  be more harm th a n  good#^3
The ends o f good speech t r a in in g  w i l l  be se rved  $dierever
ex p e rim en ta tio n  1# u n d ertak en  to  e v a lu a te  th e  r e l i a b i l i t y  of
th e  ju d g e*8 d e c is io n  in  term s o f th e  e d u c a tio n a l a s p e c ts  o f
debate#
4^1c%ile P# Thorpe, PayoholOKical F oundation  o f P e rso n a l ' 
jLty. (Kew York* KcOraw H fll ' "6% k  "ùo/
 ,      _    __
Sion  (New York* T%e Century Company, 19^6T'p# 7#
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AP?3m)IX
19$8 Ammàl mmTHWBST T . A, SPESCH TOIIRRAMENT 
Monten# 8 t» t#  U a lv # ra lty $  May 1«»3$ 19^8
jg g g t  t o  each member e f  th e  e a d le a c e .
Tbl# b a l l o t  w i l l  be meed e# an  Im p o rtan t p a r t  o f  a reeea ro h  
eapeM m eat. P leaae  amawer each  o f  th e  fo llo w in g  qm eetloo# by 
c i r c l i n g  th e  a p p ro p r ia te  answer»
1# Bare yon debated  In  h ig h  achoolV Ye# RO
2 . Rave yon d eb a ted  I n  c o lle g e ? Yea Ro
3 , Rave yon ta k %  a  co n rae  In  
a i^n m en ta tlo n ? Ye# RO
Rave you t a k w  a  co n ra e  i n  p u b lic  
speaklngV Yes Ro
:̂ macoLLBQiAT^ jggS&IB
' ' {&»lieg4H#ljfniweraity)  ̂Goiiege#%^wereii^yy'
D ate____________Rowe____________Honr__________
In  my o p in io n ^  th e  b e t t e r  d e b a tin g  v as  done by$ AFFIRMATIVE 
(Do n o t  I n d ic a te  a  t l e $  f^ e a s#  e l r d e  o n ly  one#) MBGATIVE
Rlaned  ___
Glaaa* Fr# So# J r .  gr# O ther 
( c i r c l e  one)
Aae ........................Male-Female^
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aotmd D * t t SW%L
Iff lrm a tlv # ^  
1 .̂ _________
2 .  _
N agativ*
Without regard to my pmroonal oomrlotloB# on the merit# of the 
propoeltlon* It 1 # my belief that the better debetlag we#
dome by the ............. teem o f  ...    (Sohool)*
It 1# my further belief that Im oomperlsom to ^  rating# of
*oooD», «yim* and TOOR*, the two
teem# %Àould be rated*
      .............  Negative  _  ........... ..................
81gne<!^ ,Judge
ABSTRACT
The porpo#* of th le  e tad y  w*8  t o  de term ine th e  amount of 
agreem ent betw een tr a in e d  d eb a te  judge* and audlenoea untralh '* ' 
ed In  a rg tn aen ta tlo n  and debate*  when aw arding d e c is io n s  In  
c o lle g e  d e b a te .
The 19]$8 Tau Kappa Alpha Debate Tournament h e ld  a t  
Montana S ta te  U n iv e r s i ty ,  M isso u la , Montana su p p lie d  aud ience*  
and debaterm  f o r  th la  stu d y .
V o lu n teer au d ien ces were I n s t ru c te d  to  award t h e i r  
d e c is io n *  to  th e  team %61eh in  t h e i r  o p in io n  d id  th e  b e t t e r  
debating*
The tr a in e d  judge* were in s t r u c te d  to  e v a lu a te  each  team 
by th e  fo llo w in g  r a t in g  acale#
B u p erlo r




In  t h i s  manner an e s tim a te  o f th e  team** re e p e o tiv e  a b i l i t l e *  
was o b ta in ed  g iv in g  a m easurem ent o f th e  c loeenea*  o f th e  de­
b a te*  The tr a in e d  judge* were a ls o  asked to  award th e  d e c is io n  
to  the team  which d id  the  b e t t e r  debating*
Ten debate*  were u&ed In  th le  s tu d y , each hav ing  an 
aud ience of te n  or more n o t In c lu d in g  a t r a in e d  debate  judge# 
The au d ien ces c o n s is te d  of und erg rad u ate  c o lle g e  s tu d en t* *
22
R *eulta  %
In  none o f  th e  aeb&tea s tu d ie d  d id  th e  aud lenee die& gre* 
w ith  th e  tr a in e d  judge# In  one d eb a te  th e  aud ience s p l i t ,  on 
a $0 » 20 b a e la ,  re n d e r in g  no d e c is io n .  In  Seven d eb a tea  over 
62)^ o f th e  au d ien ce  ag reed  w ith  th e  ju d g e . In  one d eb a te  
lOOÿ o f th e  aud ience  ag reed  w ith  th e  ju d g e .
The r e s u l t#  o f th e  atudy ahowed th a t  u n d erg rad u a te  
c o lle g e  aud ience#  tended  to  ag ree  w ith  t r a in e d  judge# when 
aw arding d ec is io n #  i n  c o lle g e  d e b a te , f u r t h e r ;  th e  more 
even ly  m atched th e  team #, th e  l e a s  th e  aud ience tended to  
ag ree among I t s e l f  a s  to  which team had done th e  b e t t e r  
d eb a tin g *
